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Preface

During 1986, the Reagan Administration began looking
into changing its military force structure through the
reduction of Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) in
Europe. Since it is well known that the NATO forces are
already out manmned and out gumned by the Warsaw Pack forces,
I was curious about how U.S. force structure, policy,
strategy, and tactics might have to change. I reasoned that
if the U.S. was going to maintain a credible deterrent to
Soviet aggression while reducing its INF in Europe, then the
U.S. would have to increase its conventicnal capability. To
increase capability would not only require more U.S.
servicemen to be stationed in Europe, but also require more
artillery, tanks, aircraft, and munitions.

The question I decided to address was how could the Air
Force sustain combat operations in a conventional war for
perhaps longer than thirty days”? I began looking into what
the Air Force might need and how fast could the military-
industrial complex begin to replace its material losses.

While looking for a meams to satisfy my curiosity and to
find a reasonable thesis topic, I settled on studying
industrial surge preparedness planning.

The purpose of this study was to perform an analysis of
Air Force Systems Command’s industrial surge preparedness
planning and policies as they are implemented 1nto five

acrQulisition product divisions.
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Abstract

- As U.S. foreign policy calls for a decrease 1n -

/
s

Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces “( INF) :n Europe, the,U6i¥éd
States needs to increase its conventiocnal capabilility in order
to maintain vigilant deterrence against the Warsaw Pact
forces. The objective of this study was to analyze Air Force
Systems Command’s 1ndustrial surge preparedness planning and
policies and how they are i1mplemented at five major product
divisions.

This research documents findings and concerns about
AFSC’'s surge preparedness planning and policies., outside
influences and relationshipss and recommendations for future
industrial base i1nitiatives. Interviews disclosed that
industrial surge preparedness planmning is a8 low priority
responsibility. It 1s not sufficiently funded and rarely
addressed at program reviews or milestone decisions.
Furthermore, the using commands do not usually offer their
surge requirements, but expect AFSC to determine the user’'s
surge requirements for them. A survey indicated that for
many programs, surge was not a regquirement. However .
tactical systems had the greatest share of surge
requirements. The survey also indicated that program offices
are seldom questicned about surge considerations from their

chain of command or their users, Finally, the survey showed

that many of the program and project maragers have had little




U to no exposure to surge preparedness plamning through their

-

i\ formal education.
N)

5!“ l"’.~ :',
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t&: ) AN ANALYSIS OF AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND’S
2 INDUSTRIAL SURGE PREPAREDNESS PLANNING

R

;ﬁ‘ I. Introduction

:ﬁz Since the end of the Carter Administration and

:' continuing through the Reagan Administration, national
ﬂ;

security advisors and the Department of Defense have been
investigating and testing the capability of the U.S. defense

industry to surge and mobilize in the event of a national

_fj emergency. Recent articles and studies state the United

o«

‘.\ .'

> States is not prepared to surge or mobilize in order to meet

the military’s requirements during a national crisis or

-
o

1

H‘ protracted conventional war.

3

5 .

W Specific Problem

J

i¢ In regards toc proposed reductions in Intermediate-range
pod

“

B Nuclear Forces (INF) and the never ending threat of a

a7, .

TX conventional (non-nuclear) war with the Warsaw Pact Forces
®

which could last several months or several years, numeraous

-

articles suggest that the U.S. Air Force may anly be capable

<o o

of sustaining combat operations for 30 days (21:18, 17:40-

£

LRt

41, 4:40, 18:30-31, 31:28-30). For more than a decade,

b,

1

”q 1nsufficient political/military commitment and funding

o

gh support caused a reliance on technically complex force

¥ multipliers which resulted in a shortage of fighter/bombers.
o

® x5

.o

14
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weapons, and spare parts (27:1-47) ., In addition, the lack of
financial incentives and capital investments, combirmed with
foreign competition and multi-year hardware lead times, have
retarded the U.S. military-industrial complex’s ability to
surge and mobilize in sufficient time at a significant
production rate to meet the Air Force’s wartime requirements
(14:18-20, 22:37-44, &:27-29). In order to support the
future needs of the Air Force’s operational forces,s is Air
Force Systems Command develaping and acquiring weapon and
support systems that the U.S. military-industrial complex can

surge at acceptable rates during a national emergency?

Research (0Objective

The cverall objective of this research is to determine,
within Air Force Systems Command, what emphasis is placed on
industrial surge preparedness planning during the development
and acquisition of future weapons systems. The specific
objectives are:

1. Determine what consideration is given by AFS5C to
industrial surge preparedness planning during the development
and acquisition of future weapon and support systems.

2. Determine what consideration is given by using commands
to industrial surge preparedness planning during the
development and acquisition of future weapon and support
systems.

3. Determine what consideration is given to i1ndustrial surqge
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Y
Y
Y
“
B preparedness planning during the milestone review decision
‘. M
process.
4':
f . 4, Determine what, if anything, impedes or prevents
k)
W
Ad industrial surge preparedness planning within AFSC.
u
Q Scope
<
e . A .
e This study analyzed AFSC policies and practices to
determine what emphasis each product division placed on
M)
N industrial surge capability during the development and
l
B acquisition of future weapon systems. This research focused
on AFSC’s policies, plans and programs involving industrial
i
Lo surge preparedness planning but not industrial mobilization
" .
? preparedness planning. However, the relationship between
N,
i industrial surge and mobilization was addressed. The
2 . s
-, research also looked at a sampling of acquisition program
3 offices and the relation between those offices and industrial
e -
surge preparedness 1ssues. The research did not directly
4
D
J query the U.5. military-industrial complex’s surge
4,
f,
* capabilities and preparedness nor directly seek their view cf
B
AFSC’s i1industri1al surge preparedness. However, documented
!
.
o information on the U.S5. industrial complex’s surge
)
! capabilities may be used in this study.
N
>
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Wy Il. Literature Review

Introduction

This literature review defines industrial surge and

5: mobilization, discusses its importance to the United States,
>

‘b and highlights several reasons for the decline of the great
9

!x "arsenal of democracy” since World War II.

l‘*

qg Definitions

) -

) Surqe. Before there can be any discussion of the U.S.’

industrial surge and mobilization capability, there must be a

>

:} common understanding of industrial "surge'" and

»

'~

‘o "mobilization."” According to Air Force Regulation 800-9,

) surge is "the accelerated production of selected items with
"

-

existing facilities and equipment in a peacetime environment
(no declared national emergency)” (10:1). In addition, an

industrial facility should be able to increase production to

L
{1¢ a preplanned required output level within a 6 to 12 month
[ N -
’& period (9:10). For example, if the tensions in the United
s

® States began to rise because of i1nfuriating events inflicted

s

'. L . . . . .
J:A by rival nations and the national command authorities began
3%

> anticipating a need for more weapons to deter or combat

] aggression, the national command authorities might request
\\
k)
;5 the military services to instruct their contractors to

-

%s increase their productivity of specific weapons or weapan
i
- systems by up to fifty percent. .
l.vf
K<
k-
q 4
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-

i

‘.‘.

‘.\

b
i Mobilization. According to Dr. Ralph Sanders and Joseph
Av E. Muckerman, who are professors of industrial preparedness,
a

: industrial mobilization

N

' denotes the preparation for war or other

. emergencies through the assembly and organization

?. of the nation’s resources - a series of actions by

N which U.S. industry and the Armed Forces are

%. brought to a state of readiness for war or other

& crisis contingencies (24:57).

1,

In addition, industrial mobilization may continue throughout

’? a wartime or crisis situation for as long as the national

v

fﬁ‘ command authorities deem to be necessary.

fF)

The distinction between surge and mobilization is that

»

N during peacetime, when there is no declared national

;: emergency, "only existing peacetime priorities will be

. available to obtain materials, components, and other

40

LY

" industrial resources" which are more limiting than wartime

Ll

o]

; priorities for obtaining resources (10:1). During wartime or
L)

; in a national emergency, the needs of the nation help to
o
‘? speed up the allocation of resources.
o

<,

.: Importance of Industrial Surge and Mobilization

i: There are several reasons for the United States to

- maintain and enhance its ability to industrially surge and
3 mobilize. Three major reasons are to deter war, to encourage
:g arms controls and to achieve national objectives.

'\
:: Deter War. Dr. Jacques S. Gansler’'s article "Industriai
L}

)
£ Preparedness: National Security 1n the Nuclear Age" addresses
3

>, several reasons for revitalizing U.S. defense 1ndustri1es

v,

-,

B 5

e

4‘

v
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o

o

.

.
. which are essential to 1ts national security (15:484)., Dr.
.t% Gansler., an expert in defense acquisition management and

-

E; industrial preparedness planning, believes that i1mproving the
: U.S.’ industrial capability to quickly build military weapons
;?: and support equipment may deter war with the Soviet Union

>

é’s {15:484). He thinks the Soviet Union would be reluctant to

é

!w start a war with the U.S. and its allies if they perceive the
'i; U.5.7 industrial capability will become a significant factor
‘ZE 1in warfare like the U.S.’ praduction rate during World War

e Ir. Dr. Gansler says that when a crisis situation requires
E:'E‘ some response by the U.S., the United States could "signal”
‘:; its 1ntentions by surging the U.S.’ defense industries

:~ (15:490) . In addition, he stated that by improving our

Ef industrial preparedness '"this would simultanecusly strengthen
;3 our conventional warfare deterrent and help to elevate the

-

nuclear threshold" (15:484) .,

'\

-
.

Emncourage Arms Control. Dr. Gansler also sees 1ncreased

‘ 4"
.
b& tndustri1al preparedness as a major factor i1n arms control;
) .l
.
;‘ however, it "is currently being ignored" (15:490).
7,
{i Currently, 1f both the U.S5. and the U.5.5.R. decided to
-
-
;*: reduce their quantities of weapons, and a crisis caused a
1 ,
o:; need for more weapons, only "the Soviets would be atle to
$ increase arms production rapidly due to their state of
N
ﬁ preparedness.... [[1f the U.S. were prepared, its superior
] U
= industrial strength would give it a decided advantage over
b the Soviets” (15:490).
0
.,Q
o I}
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Achieve National Objectives. In times of national

emergency, the United States i1ndustry is expec*ed to assist
in the achievement of national objectives. The military
spends up to 85 percent of i1ts weapon system acquisition
budget for conventional forces "to create a capability for
protecting U.S. national security interests without having to

: resort to nuclear warfare” (24:5%9).

Background

Higstorically, the United States has never been
¢ adequately prepared for war. Jesse G. Mulkey, a retired U.S.
Marine Corps colonel, stated that during the Spanish-American
War the American artillery had no smokeless powder even
though it was produced in the United States but not in
sufficient gquantities for the U.S. military’s use during the
J war (20:53). As the "American gun batteries were qQuickly
exposed to the Spaniash by voluminous clouds of black smoke,
they were quickly victimized by Spanish guns using smokeless
' powder" (20:53).
! During World War I, a war for which the United States
3 had three years to prepare, the U.S. armed forces entered
battle using rifles, tanks, artillery, and planes supplied
not by Americans but supplied by the British and French
because the U.5. had not made enough military equipment
(20:54) ., A 1980 House of Representatives Armed Services

. Committee report stated that a major factor contraibuting to
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the U.S.’ dependence on its allies was the long lead times

for the production of critical war materials (27:7).

N
B
! _ ,
) In 1939, the United States was again not adequately
o
W‘ prepared for World War II. However, while producing war
)
?r> materials for its allies, and anticipating future U.S.
)
N
3? involvement in WW II, the "Americanrn industry was able to
I )
o'l"
AT produce over 67,000 aircraft, about 29,000 tanks,
}g; approximately 180 combatant ships, and other support vessels
Ao
Eﬁ within 24 months after entering the war (27:8). Although the
S0
B United States became the "arsenal of democracy" during World
50 War II, i1ts defense industry’s preparedness for national
P
br ™ . .
.Ad emergencies has been declining since 19435 for several
S
A
=) reasons.
gﬁ: Unecgnomical for U.S. After World War IIl, with the
() ]
?{ advent of nuclear weapons the U.S.’ national security policy
1) »
KD deemphasized the need for a large and costly industrial
A'q military complex., Economically, as well as politically., it
"y
gﬁx was easier to sell "more bang for the buck"” when determining
i -, .
L

4

the return on an investment of nuclear weapons compared to

1EN

i

large conventional forces. Consequently, the U.S.’ belief in
deterrence, mostly through nuclear retaliation and reducing
the cost of national defense, allowed the Soviet Union’s
expansion of conventional forces to go unchallenged. As a
result, the Warsaw Pact Forces pose an overwhelming
conventional threat in addition to a nuclear threat to NATO

forces., Mow it 1s too expensive for the U.S. to acquire

+ 4 ROV )
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conventional force parity with the U.S5.5.R.. and the cost of
a conventional war with the U.5.5.R. would be econaomically
unacceptable and unaffordable (24:59).

Short War Philosophy. The Soviet’s conventional threat,

coupled with 1ts nuclear capabilities, causes controversy

T
W
: among U.S. national security planners. Will there be a short
o
) or long war? Sanders and Muckerman state the '"short war®
B, proponents believe the Warsaw Pact Forces’ conventional
: capability i1s sufficient to destroy NATO's conventional
forces within a few weeks (24:59). Although the United
. States positions conventional forces in Europe, near known
1{ Soviet military concentrations, the U.S. forces only have
.
& enough war reservess spare parts and consumable items to last
: 30 days (24:59). The "short war'" theorists believe that even
v.
P
3 if the Soviets allow U.S. industry to mobilize without
"
e disruption, it will take two years before enough hardware
. starts rolling off the assembly lines (24:59). With all of
J
.: these factors taken into account, the "short war" theorists
,a
P percelve the U.S. will use nuclear weapons within a month
L after hostilities start (24:58).
* Uninterested Contractors. Although the government is
W preparing itself for industrial mobilizatior, Colonel Mulkey
-4
- says there i1is little effort by the contractors to
; industrially mobilize (19:26). He cites an article, "A
v,
> . . .
L Primer on What It Takes to Stay Until the War is Over," which
!' )
5 says
N
‘
< 9
'y
q
.l
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i "
:,ﬂ contractors have become concerned that their efforts are
N more than a wasted exercise and that no one really cares
W because few provisions for funding...industrial
v& preparedness measures have been made (19:26).
LAY
Py
Y
xj. Therefore, contractors are withholding their support until
"84 ey
c) enough money is paid into their coffers,.
‘l‘
N Industrial Deficiencies. In "The Health, and Illnesses
B
X
Hﬂl of the U.S. Aerospace Industrial Base Pinpointed i1in Massive

Air Force/Industry Study,” Major General John T. Buck

1)

‘gg highlights the findings of Blueprint for Tomorrow (7:38). Ag
353 a former Deputy Commander of the Reronautical Systems

)

(3 Division, General Buck led more than 100 experts from

’Eg industry and the Air Force on "Production Base Analysis" on
E:& aircraft, engines, tactical missiles and their support.

Loy

a General Buck stated that the area of facilities and processes
N

.:§ was a major concern. The panel was appalled after

;: determining 93 percent of 10,000 pieces of equipment, warth

"

more than $50,000 a piece, were more than 13 years old

o PP \' »
Xy ’?1) i‘,::’t}‘v}‘i"' ;i h

(7:39) . In addition, they viewed the Defense Industrial

Plant Equipment Center’s "resources as worthless to meet

either peacetime or wartime needs"” (7:39).
v
f Manpower Limitations. Colonel Jerry C. Harrison, 1n his
SN
’f. article "The PM’s Role in Surge and Mobilization Capacity,”
b
O discusses some manpower problems 1n industry and how they
R
V‘- contribute factors to industry’s present 1nability to surge
o,
' or mobilize (16:17). In 1983, 1ndustry projects a manpower
» 'l
L,
;‘ shortage of 230,000 machinists for the next five years
"
L
:&J ‘16:18). Unfortunatel,. as reported by Harrison. Hare o Gra..
0
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K Chairman and CEO of United Technology Corporation, says "It
ﬁP takes the better part of a year to retrain someone from
On %

X,

FQ producing autos, for example, to work on high technology

Y

<

Mo aerospace parts'" (16:18). In productivity, Col Harrisaon

-d cites an Air Force Systems Command study in which 21 percent
Ltf of all manufacturing costs are wasted on inefficient labor
O

Ky practices (16:19).
. Industrial Constraints. In "Industry Looks at the U.5.
" "v;
:q Ability to Surge,"” Robert L. Vawter discusses four

\d

Ly categorical constraints to rapidly 1ncreasing production as
o
ﬁe identified during a simulation of industrial respanse
D

-

{{ (28:30) . Physically, contractors are restrained by tooling
‘T and test equipment capacility, and '"vendor responsiveness’
LN

’; (28:31) . Procedurally, Vawter reports contractors are

LY

s

>, restrained by

D

&N

o priority ratings, testing requirements,

. configuration and change handling, delays 1n

;N emergency construction approval, production process

o delays. Federal Acquisition Requlations...and

r: delays 1n bringing additional capacity at the prime

s and subtier vendor levels (28:31).

@

;; Summary

s

N

It This literature review briefly 1introduced the United
(L

-

L ¥ States’ 1ndustrial preparedness for a rational emergency. It
- @
o defined 1ndustrial surge and mobilization and pointed out
¥
!
3:4 their differences. The review also emphasi:zed that the
k1
fq importance of 1ndustrial surge and mobilization 1s to deter
“Sagh war, encouraqge arms control, and hopefully achieve national
20
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objectives without the use of nuclear weapons. Finally, the

.‘f‘

literature review discussed the attractiveness of nuclear

5

versus conventional force expenditures, short war
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predictions, uninterested contractaors, and overall industrial

deficiencies as contributing factors to the decline of the

= ]
. r 'I 'l )
T

0

American defense industry’s surge and mobilization
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o [IIT. Methodology

-

A

S

R: Conducting interviews and issuing survey guestionnaires

¢ were the two ways data and information was collected for thas

.f-.

?§ research project.

N

,QJ‘

! Interview

P Conducting interviews served as the primary means of

3 gathering data on AFSC’s industrial surge policies, plans and
L}

Hf programs. Both semi-structured and unstructured i1nterviews
s were conducted with Air Staff, HQ AFSC, and product division
k 2

Al

A personnel whose responsibilities included industrial surge

A

(=

‘!J preparedness planning. The interviews helped to identify
A

- surge policies, plans and programs; and how they were being
? implemented. The interviews also helped to determine the

Y effectiveness of AFSC surge preparedness planning. The semi-
o structured interview questions are provided as Appendix A of
I

i, .

S

:q this report.

1

‘ The Aerospace Industrial Modernization Office (HQ

AFSC/PLM) located at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio was a major

@ point of contact for surge related activities within AFGSC.

3

2 The Industrial Base Division, Directorate of Manufacturing.
N ASD (ASD/PMDI), also at Wright Patterson AFB, was a major

"

?',-‘ )

‘ﬁ source of assistance.
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N Survey
’, Survey questionnaires were sent to a random sampling of )
3' AFSC acquisition programs 1n which the guestionnaires were

X .
' N
gﬁ addressed to the respective program managers. A mail survey
'f_ was chosen for several reasons. First, time and scheduling
rf

;{ restrictions prevented conducting face—-to-face or telephone
e )

i interviews with the large sampling of program managers.
K Second, except for ASD, all the product divisions were
&\

located more than three hundred miles from AFIT which is

ha
o located at Wright-Pattersomn AFB, OH. A third consideration
L

,: for using the mail survey was that it was the least costly
e .
”:: alternative of gathering information anrnd data in terms of
S manhours. Finally, according to C. William Emory in his book
A

I Business Research Methods, "mail surveys are typically

¢5 perceived as being more impersonal, providing more anonymity
W
?J that the aother communications modes” (13:172).

)

st The purpose of the survey was to gain information about
T

:ﬁ surge preparedness planning within acquisition System Program
0

.

2 Offices (SP0Os) of Air Force Systems Command. RQuestions 1-~95
®
e asked descriptive questions about the SPOs system type.,

Y

. acquisition phase, age, cost, and number of production
o
L deliverable items. Question & asked the responrndents to
{ﬂ identify the primary user command(s). Questions 7-16
v gathered information about the surge considerations,

.. 1]
;; requirements, capabilities, planning, funding, contractual
31 commitments, and impediments/barriers. Finally, guestionsg
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of AD publicly disclosed acquisition program offices was also

0.'|
J
| L)
i:.::l
.
e
l.‘::l
b

WL .

s 17-26 collected information about the respondent’s knowledge
a‘ of surge preparedness planning, aorganization, rank, job,
!
i
‘\: . management experience, and education. The survey
‘Y
Qﬂa questionnaire i1s provided as Appendix C to this report.

5

Ny

b Survey Pretest. Twenty-six program and project

M

"

; managers, enrolled in the AFIT Systems 400 course, pretested
[ M >

the guestionnaire. Their comments helped to change the

i\ .\
::: format of some of the questions.
i
[) ‘:‘::

A Population. The population consisted of all publicly
g disclosed acquisition program management offices within five
K,

'ﬂ: AFSC product divisions. Classified program offices were not
> 7

i included in the population. Organizational charts were

E? collected from the Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD),
A

E} Electronic Systems Division (ESD), Armaments Division (AD),
Y

', Space Division (SD), and the Ballistic Missile Office (BMQ)
J

ﬁu listing various directorates and program offices for each

1)

)
Kt division. Since some program offices were not specifically
K

o

‘ﬁ; identified under certain product division directorates,

! Y additional information was collected on publicly disclosed
>,

<.

NG orogram offices at ASD, ESD and AD. The January 1987 and
b .

R

ié July 1986 editions of Air Force Magazine gave complete

o listings of the publicly disclosed program offices within ASD
) J_.
.2' and ESD respectively (B:646-79, 9:52-59). A complete listing
e

"

>u collected. After all the above information was collected.
WY
LY
.’I
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¢
e
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the population of acquisitian program offices was calculated

to be 353 (Table 1).

Table 1

Research Populatian

Product Divisions AD ASD BMO ESD SD

Program Offices 37 166 3 117 19

o = = —— S —— — —— — — " = Ay . ——— = — - ——— i ——— . ————— ————

Sample. The research paopulation was divided into a
stratified sample. The stratification was done to
proportionately examine the differences among the 5 product
divisions in the population of interest.

The sample size needed to yield a 90 percent confidence
interval + 3 percent for the research population was computed
by using the following formula (10:11-14):

n = N(Z¥) % p(l—-p)
(N=1)({d®) + (Z2%) x p(l-p)

where n = sample size
N = population
p = maximum sample size factor (.350)
d = desired tolerance (.09)
2 = factor of assurance (1.28) for 90% Confidence

Interval
The calculated sample size was 54.
In order to account for an estimated 46 percent

questionnaire return rate, 116 (353 x 33%) surveys were sent .

16
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t

e
3, to acquisition program managers at the S product divisions
X listed below (Table 2).
‘o

)

; Table 2

&

0

¥

k Research Sample

‘e

X}

? ———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
.t

) Product Divisions AD ASD BMO ESD SD
M)

g Program Offices &3 55 3 39 7
&

B e e e e e e e e e e e o~ —— — ———— —— o~ — ———— o~ — o - ——
.

R
4

b

. The program offices were randomly selected such that 33
;' percent of the program offices of each product division
.

) received questionnaires except BMO which was sent 3

‘; questionnaires to insure at least 1 return.

S

Survey Approval. A survey questionnaire package was

o

h sent ta the Air Force Survey Control Office for approval.
1

f: The package included: a request for approval letter which
i

h described the purpose, objectives, population, sample and
3 estimated costs; questionnaire cover letter; and pretested
'§ questionnaire. Within three weeks, the Air Force Survey

¢ Control Office approved the survey and provided some guestion
} format suggestions.

¢

'

24

s Survey Implementation. Upon notification of survey

j approval, suggested comments were 1ncarporated 1n to the

%
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questionnaire. A questionnaire with a return mailing
envelope was sent to each member of randomly selected sample.
The respondents were given approximately ten days to complete

and return the questionnaire,

Data Analysis. The survey data was analyzed to

determine the appropriate classification for level of

measurement. Roger L. Dominowski in his book Fundamentals of

Research stated that there are 4 scales of measurement:
nominal, ordinal, interval and ratio (12:46-32). The
"mominal scale consists of simply a set of mutually exclusive
categories” in which a data item can only be assigned to one
category and no other categories (12:46). Adding onto the
requirements for nominal level data, ordinal level data is a
set of items which can be also be ranked (12:464). In
addition to being rominal and ordinal, interval data
represents order among i1tems on a scale "in terms of the
characteristic being measured and the distances between
items", like a scale on a thermometer (12:47). Finally,
ratio level data is just like interval data "plus a true zero
point” like a the scale om a ruler (12:4%9). However,
questions 3, 4, 5, and 22 gathered ordinal level data.

In order to analyze the data, the statistical software
package SAS was used on the AFIT Classroom Supbort Computer
(C5C1y a VAX 117785 computer using a YMS operating system.

Frequencies and Crosstabulations were the two
statistical techniques used to anmalyze the data. A freqaenc

18
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i1s the number of occurrences of an event within a specified
interval (11:7). For instance, Question 19 asked for the
rank of the respondent. The PROC FREQ@ function of SAS
calculated the frequency of how many lieutenants,; captains,
majors, and colonels responded to the survey (25:45-47).
Crosstabulation tables show the joint distribution of two or
more vari1ables (25:45). For example, the SAS PROC FREQ
function can be used to calculate the number of respondents
who are lieutenants and who are assigned to ASD. The SAS
program used to calculate the research data 1s attached as

Appendix D.

Limitations

Since this analysis of industrial surge planning
preparedness within Air Force Systems Command 1s a research
academic exercise, several sensitive 1ssues were not
addressed.

First, the policies and directives that govern
tndustri1al base planning are politically, not necessarilv
rationally, motivated both within and cutside the Ai1r Force.
Although the U.S. House of Representatives Armed Services
Committee was intensely interested in the health of the U.S.
military-industrial complex in 1980, many other 1mportant
1ssues overshadow industrial base planning today (27:1-52).
Likewise under tight budgetary constraints anmd scrutiny, A SC

1s 1in the business of acquiring highly sophisticated and
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th expensive weapon and support systems while continuously
Py addressing unsavory congressional and media i1nqgquiries.
LN
A4
.$;$ Since this research cc 2red mainly publicly accessible
"
s
. . L .
Ny materials and data, many classified issues and documents were
©)
.q not investigated or addressed for information security
A
.; reasons.
oo
‘it The research was also limited by the sampling of Air
AN Force personnel which were contacted through interviews and
S
b , : . .
\gﬁ surveys. No general officers or senior civil service
-«ﬁr'\-q
D
gr‘ personnel, who are involved in policy making, were contacted.
. v
G0N No acquisition program managers were asked tao disclose
N
RS the amount or percentage of program funds that are allocated
N
:T‘ and budgeted for industrial base planning. Also no program
N

e managers were asked to candidly identify where industrial
*; surge planning is located on their list of priorities and

E responsibilities.
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Iv., Findings

This chapter includes the findings from investigaticons
into Air Force Systems Command’s industrial surge policies.,
organizations, and acquisition program offices. Interviews
at several organizational levels were used to acquire nore
detailed information about how AFSC manages surge related
lssues. A survey was used to solicit surge related
information from program managers across five AFSC product

divis:ions.

Policy

The industrial surgé preparedness policies within AFSC
are influenced by national security policy. (See Figure 1)
National values, which are affected by the domestic and
international environments, help to identify national
interests. The "national interests provide objectives for
national strategv whizh 1s translated by (thel national
security system into national security policy"” (5:2-24).
Natiomal security policy influences defense policy which
eventually influences AFSC policies.

Arnuallys the Secretary of Defencse issues Defense
Guidance (DG) which influences the Industrial Base Program

"IBP pnlicies within the Air Force and Svystems Command.

These policies are documented 1n several DoD directives and

“.r Force Regulations, AFR 73-1 addresses planrning for
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Figure 1

FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYZING NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

VALUES
FREEDOM
SURVIVAL
PROSPERITY
DOMESTIC ENVIRONMENT INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENT]h
o Strategic Cuiture TO IDENTIFY ... ¢ Threst
o Economuc System ¢ Allisnces
o Poiiticat Systom INATIONAL INTERESTS |« intemationsi Org
o ldeoiogy WHICH o Inter | E System
PROVIDE ¢ Technalogy

OBJECTIVES FOR...

[NATIONAL STRATEGY |
WHICH IS
TRANSLATED
BY...

[NATIONAL SECURITY SYSTEM|

o Actors INTO...
o Legisiation

o insututions

o Budget

[ NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY |

WHICH HAS
THREE DIMENSIONS. ..

| EcoNOMIC POLICY | { MILITARY POLICY | | DIPLOMATIC POLICY |
e Forewgn Aid WHICH MAS o Alliances

o Arms Transters TWO COMPONENTS ® Negotations

o Trade o internstionsi Org. (UN)

[ FORCE STRUCTURE | [miLITARY STRATEGY |
o Convenuonal Forces o Roies and Missions

o Nucissr Forces o Employment

* Weapons Acquisition o Depiloyment

o Manpower o Targeting

WHICH COMBINE TO CREATE...
¥

N2 TIONAL SECURITY POSTURE

WHICH DETERMINES WHAT
CAPABILITIES WE HAVE

snd provides and provides
feedbeck to... feedbeck to. ..
(5:2-24)
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“industrial responsiveness. preparedness, and productivity
for peacetime as well as partial, full, and total industrial
mobilizatiaon” (2:2). Since the manufacturing functional ares
within the program offices has most of the Air Force’s IBP

responsibilities, the Manufacturing Management Policy for Air

Force Contracts regulation identifies the IBP policies

manufacturing managers are to support (10:1-3). Likewlise,
AFSC has its own 78-10 and B800-9 regulations which specify

how IBP policies are to be implemented (2:1-3, 3:1-11).

Interview Questionnaire

Interviews were conducted with industrial base planning
persaonnel at the Air Staff (HE USAF/AQCM), the Reracspace
Industrial Modernization (AIM) Office (AFSC/PLM), and five
AFSC product divisions (AD, ASD, BMO, ESD, & SD). A list of
the persons interviewed is provided as Appendix B. Except
for the face-to-face interviews held at Wright-Patterson AFB,
OH with persornnel from the (AIM) Office and ASD. all other
interviews were conducted over the telephone. In order to
ensure the collection of carmcdid 1nformation, anonymity was
provided to the interview participants because industrial
base planning 1s a politically sensitive issue 1n the Alr
Force,. For this reasonrn, all comments within gquotations were

provided by the persons 1nterviewed. Their responses do not

necessart L, reflect tre oL 1es o and apini1ons of thear
organtzation or the (.5, Al Forre, E planatinons of each
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L 0 A list of ten guestions was used to guide the
1
A
. } interviews. This list has been provided as Appendix A.
-5
S
2 .
5: Question 1.
Nl -
Lo
ired What is your job?
)
s
i » All of the interview participants work in the
() >
LS
?% manufacturing functional area of their respective
0‘| L}
halt
organizations. Eight are responsible for industrial base
Y
" 1" . . .
;¢; plannirg. O0Of those eight, five work at the five product
‘Lot
EV. .- L . . e L . .
r;: divisions previously i1dentified. In addition to 1ndustrial
4 L
<1
A
1 base planning. the five manage Production Base Analysis
?Eﬁj (PBA), Technology Modernization (Tech Mod) programs,
e Manufacturing Technology (MANTECH) programs, Industrial
>
A
‘ g Modernization Incentives Programs (IMIPs) for their
oY e
:}Q respective product divisions. They also provide support to
o™,
i
:Sk; acquisition program offices during contractual negotiations.,
L)
MRy
J m1lestone reviews, and perigdic pragram reviews. The two
n}u
':ﬁé interview participants 1n the AIM Office support the PBA,
* Sl e}
B A
g
b{ Tech Mod, MANTECH, and IMIP activities for AFSC in addition
dus
to perfaorming special studies on the i1ndustri1al base. The

.
]

AR ninth participant 1s a Program Element Monitor (PEM) who

1 ss
el
.o

coordinates most industrial base programs for the Air Staff.

Question 2.

From what sources have you learned about surge
preparedness planning?

Gernerally, all of the people interviewed initially

l2arred about surge pDrepsredness planning an—-the-3;0b aad b

2
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5
!am
I
i reading A1r Force regulations. One who learned 1n the
i "School of Hard Knocks'" said he gained a lot of knowledge by
.
O™
x: weaning himself on a production base analysis which was later
§
1S Y
&) cancelled by his commander. One respondent learned about
3 surge preparedness while working i1n an AFPRO.
N
L] .
n Question 3.
How are you 1involved in surge preparedness
planmnning?
A
P The PEM for industrial base programs monitors the IBP
activities for the Air Force. Within AFSC. 1ndustrial base
7 planning occurs in the AIM office and the product divisions
‘O
’ in which ASD is the most notable. ASD has organized
S conferences between 1ndustry and the Air Force to examine
\
Y their relationship and the status of the i1ndustrial base.
5
A
3 Their proceedings are recorded 1n Blueprint for Tomorrow }:
4
n Question 4.
1: What manufacturing experience do ycu have?
.
] All of the i1nterviewees have spent at least S ,ears 1+
¢ manufacturing management serving both ot the stat® andg

supporting SPOs. With two people having over 23 vears

-
-
-
.
.
]

¢ years per persaon.

experience, the average experience time is slightly over 11
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&
3 Juesticn 3.
What acquils:tion management experience do you have’

[n addition tg having experience in working for the
manufacturing functional area, the perscnnel interviewed
spent an average of 4 years working in SPOs.

Question 6&.

What courses have you taken related to surge
preparedness planning?

Only three participants stated that they had taken the
basic productiaon management courses AFIT PPM 152 and PPM 320S
1n which a couple of hours are devoted to industrial base
1ssues. None of the three felt that they had learned
anything substantial about surge planning. 0One interviewes
recalled that the subject of surge preparedness planning did
not cognitively reqgister because "I was still trying to
figure out what manufacturing meant". In general, all tre
IBP personnel 1nterviewed felt that there was a lack aof
formal training.

- Question 7.
oL
o

Based on your experience, what, if anvthing,
impedes or prevents surge preparedness planning”
The following 15 a list of responses with a short
explanation of the comments if required:
- 'Lack aof emphasis.” "Low prirority.” "My Cconmander
Nas other nterests and priorities.” "NMo national commitmet

t31eser faitre astiuirude. "High level statfers 22t ol o1 o

EL.,
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SO A

involved because 1t’s their job but doesn’t filter down."
Without exception, the lack of emphasis by bosses,
commanders, and national leadership was given as the primary
reason for slowing down or halting surge preparedness
planning. Apparently during peacetime, the national
leadership has priorities 1in which surge planning 1s a low
interest item and most of the chain of command treats surge
planning accordingly.

- "No requirements.” "Requirements identification
problem.” "Dan’t have defined requirements." Another major
finding on the lack of support for surge planning is that the
operatignal commands do.not specify, itemize, or guantify
their requirements to the responsible planning organizations.
Often,; the using commands request that the operationally
inexperienced industrial base planners determine what the
operational forces might need for their future surge
situations.

- "No funding for contractors.” "Industrial base
planning requires funding and funding drives requirements.”
"JCS is interested [butl don’'t have money." Inadequate
funding support was reported as a significant reason for
delaying and stopping surge preparedness planning. This
issue i1is related to the lack of emphasis of industrial surge

planning addressed above.

.
be -4
[

,-‘.“_‘j: ' -'_,.;} ".‘,’V:P ‘:-’:')- » \) T RN 'rfv";‘:;-.ﬁw -*im

Min P b S Do Kot B b ol ERTEL R S Pt MM N




s

R e
-

L]
-

« s a & 4

NN

Ll M)

LhNYNAS
AL LS

- “

LY
PR

S

" - -
L‘

- L3 »
Al 0.‘--."*."

o N :"n&;k)s..g .

oI

e

'}.: .l.:l‘..l..l& N .

e
ald ',

R R g R R N A R S e A, oy

- "Lack of experienced people."” The need for more
highly trained personnel is a major issue because there are
higher manpower requirements i1n other functional areas.

- "How credible is contractor data?” The contractors
are not in business to give anything to the government
without a price attached. Anaother concern was that the
government hardly ever tests or implements the plans to

determine their validity.

- "Enaormity of task." "“No good definition of
responsibilities for surge planning.” "No good definition
of responsibilities for surge.” Two manufacturing managers

believed that one of the major problems about IBP i1s the
complexity of the problem. A spinoff problem of the IBP
issue is determining the responsibilities of the 0SD, the 3
services, and other officials.

- "One-time-buys." Each of the product division
representatives expressed a feeling that the user normally
requests only a specified number of production un:its to be
delivered and the production line is closed after the last
item 15 completed.

- "Paper requirements 1in peacetime versus wartime mental
mindset." One product division IBP manager believes that
during peacetime an over abundance of time and money 1s spent
on bureaucratic documentation that reduces the available
amount of resources which may be used for planning and

preparation of wartime needs.

28
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"Short war philosophy or everything is possible.”
According to aone of the industrial base planners, there are
two prevalent philosophies that adversely effect IBP. Many
people believe that the next war may only last a few weeks to
a few manths in which case U.S. industry will not have enough
time to produce at surge rates. 0On the other hand, the
"everything 1s possible” philosophy describes the belief that
when war comes, American industry can turn into the great war
material production industry as it had during World War II.

- "Contractor cut to bear minimum in test equipment.”
One of the interviewees,; who had studied many Air Force
acquisition contracts, stated that often the Air Force cuts
test equipment down to the bear minimum to save costs.
Unfortunately, the reduced extra capacity of test equipment
limits the production through put.

- "tack of viable surge planﬁing numbers.”" Several of
the AFSC product division representatives questioned the
wisdom of asking contractors if they could double production
and delivery rates within six months. Thevy wanted to know
what made 6 months a sacred deadline.

- "Just in time production versus surge planning.”
Having over 15 years of manufacturing experience, one

industrial base planner stated that "just in time production
planning” was diametrically opposed to "surge production

planning."” Just in time production uses minimized material

29
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inventories which reduce cost. Surge production planning
requires larger inventories which are more costly.

Question 8.

Does the user request certain weapon and support
systems which can be produced at surge rates?

In every case the answer was no. Typically., an
operaticnal command would specify a number of production
items to be built by a specified date. There was no ewvidence
that user ever inquired about how design changes may effect
production rates. This however was not an issue for one—-of~
a-kind or small quantity buys.

Question 9.

What, if any, consideration is given to surge
capability requirements in the milestaone review
decision process”?
According to the responses, surge capability is almost never
discussed at major program reviews because 1t 1s considered a
low priority i1tem.

Question 10.

To increase the effectiveness of 1ngustrial surge
preparedness planning, what suggestions would you
make?

- "DoD needs to establish the real need for surge
planning, maintain the desire. and provide direction.” This
was the most fundamental and popular suggestion for
increasing the effectiveness of industrial surge preparedress
planning. The industrial base planmners felt that the DoD

needs to realice the need and stress the 1mportamnce of I[EF

30
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ﬂﬂ and provide direction down through each echelon of the DoD.
% It must become a "true management belief." The emphasis on
."

V: IBP cannot be temporary or occasional to be effective.

T

'y Several of the people interviewed believed that this

i

‘V fundamental change would increase funding and

ﬁ‘ government/contractor support.

n" N

!. . . . .

W - "Determine requirements." For industrial surge

}T preparedness planning to be more effective, the needs of the

N

lé users must be determines first. Only after the users

L]

Wy

&d identify their requirement can the industrial base planners

. realistically attempt to support the users.

Yo

‘: - "Requirements emphasized at decision points."

R

_h - "Centralized control of multi-service requirements and
N respaonsibilities.”

L

;;: - "Plan down to subtier vendors."

.‘ﬂ

" - "Make big distinction between planning for capability

.“-‘): : Y : : "

s, and buying capability.

M

» X~

s~ - "Better documentation of benefits to capability.”

R

W - "“Determine if foreign dependenc is a praoblem.”

® g Y

03
‘-
-

- "Streamline acquisition requirements by reducing

hy
'y

SR

paperwork."

t 3

E; - "Need more experience and training."”

ez

*"t

o Survey

prag

y

fﬂ In order to gather surge related i1nformation about

L~

““ - thirty-three percent of the publizly disclosed program

oy . . .

W offices at five AFSC product divisions, a survey !
K~ |
Hy 31 i
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questionnalre was prepared (Appendix C). The survey
collected three types of data. Questions 1-6 collected
general information about the program offices surveved.
Information on surge preparedness planning issues was
gathered by questions 7-16. Finally, questions 17-26
solicited information about the individuals who completed the
questiaonnaire.

The results of the mnominal level data are presented in
tabular form. Each table contains frequency responses to one
or more questions. In most the tables, crosstabulations were
used to provide relational information about the data. The
percentages take into account only the guestigonnaire

responses that were received by 10 July 1986.

Response Rates. Survey qguestionnaires were sent to lis
program offices within Air Force Systems Command. Sixty-—
four survey questionnaires were returned and reviewed. of

the &4, six gquestionnaires were rejected because they had no
responses to any of the guestions, Therefore, the adjusted
surveyv response rate for 58 questionnaires was S50.0%.

Survey fesults. The survey questionnalire collected data

and information in three subject areas: General System
Description, Surge Preparedness Planning, and Respondent
Description. The General System Description category will
discuss Questions 1-6 which collect data about the
respondents System Program Office (SPO). The Surge

Preparedness Planning section is the heart of data collectinn

32
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which 1ncludes Questions 7-lo, Fimnall,ss the Fespondent
Description categorv, Questions [7-26. discusses backgroundg
information about the respondent.

General System Description. Of trne SB responses

collected., Table 3 shows that «6.6% of the program offices
were developing or acquiraing aircraft or C3[1 s,stems. The
Other category. which accounted for 36.2% of the resporses.
included trainers, enginrnes, flight contrgo. systems. and man.

other small groupings cf svstems,

TaBLE 3

T,pe of Weapon or Support Svstem

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE

PROJECT FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT
AlRCRAFT 10 17.2 10 17.2
C31 17 29.3 27 4b.6
MISSILE 4 5.9 31 S3.4
MUNI T IONS 3 5.2 34 58.4
SATELLITE 3 S.2 37 3.8
JTHER 21 36.2 Bl=! IR
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f’-_':: When the systems are examined cross-sectionally, the
:‘ systems are represented 1n all five development and )
W
e acquisition phases. Table 4 shows that 69% of the SP0Os were
a0 4
e
L in full scale development, production, or the post-production
t{" phase.
D
R
#
ol TABLE o -
OD
;)" System by Acqulstition Phase
-,
B
¢S
o FREQUENCY
PERCENT 'CONCEPT !DEM VAL FSD ' PROD/ VPOST
o VEXPLORAT ' ‘ DEPLOY ! PROD : TATAL
e s o ————— m———————— N o ———— ———————— +
- AIRCRAFT ! 3 2 1 A o ! 10
e 5.17 3.45 1.72 6.90 0.00 @ 17.24
. —————————— o ———— m——————— ———m————— o mm————— tm—————— +
c31 1 . 4 . 7 0 S o 17
o : 1.72 ¢ 6.90 ! 12.07 ¢ 8.62 0.00 | 29.31
b e e - ——————— - ———— —m————— m——————— ——————— +
- MISSILE ! o ! o 2 ! 1 1 4
e : 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 3.45 ! 1.72 1.72 6.90
"' —————————— o m————— m—————— o —————— t———————— m———————— +
) MUNITIONS ! 1 o o 2 . o 3
e : 1.72 ¢ 0.00 ! 0.00 | 3.49 0.00 | 5.17
~ e o ——— o ——————— o ——————— e ——— e — +
_.:~ SATELLITE 0 Lo 1 1 V) 3
i 0.00 1.72 1.72 1.72 0.00 5.17
YA 0202020200 T e ——_——————— ———————— o ———— pm———————— ——————— +
o OTHER 4 2 10 4 1 =
P : 6.90 3.435 17.24 &6.90 1.72 1 36.21
.\;' —————————— pm———————— —_——————— Fm——————— m—— e ——— o ——— +
Ay TOTAL 3 9 21 17 2 s8
15.52 15.52 36.21 29.31 3.453 1060.00
34
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I Based on the commencement of concept exploration, S51.7%
N of the SP0Os surveyed are between 2 and 9 years old (Table S).
O
2 The 10 systems listed as not applicable to having concept
"
l" . - . -
" exploration are systems that were mainly modifications to
\/
‘4 existing systems such as aircraft or subsystems of major
M
,j systems such as flight control systems.
L]
!l.
o TABLE S
L "
.: When Concept Exploration Began by System
A
e
) FREGQUENCY ;
‘N PERCENT !AIRCRAFT!C31 'MISSILE MUNITION!SATELLIT:!OTHER :
K ] ! : : ' : i TOTAL
l‘ —————————— e tm——— tm——————— rm——————— R i r———————— +
0ID NOT ! o o o o o 1 1
. ANSWER : 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 1.72 1.72
. memmemeeaaaa P —————— P———m - —- e ———— b —— - e - .- +
- N/A : 3 2 o 0 o ! S 10
; : S.17 3.45 ! 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 ¢ 8.62 ! 17.24
, e meee—a—aa e o —— - - bmmm————— A = P - - +
" BEFORE : 2 4 o o 1o 2 9
1974 : 3.45 &.90 0.00 0.00 1.72 ¢ 3.45 ! 15.52
—————————— e e e e, e e b, e e, et ————— e ¢
{ 1974~ : 1 2 2 ! o : o I b
:~ 1977 : 1.72 3.45 3.45 0.00 ! 0.00 : 1.72 ¢ 10.34
+ S il rm———————— tm——————— o —— b —————— P —————— m———————— +
X 1979- : 0 [ 1 1 2 3 11
v, 1981 : 0.00 &.90 1.72 1.72 ¢ 3.45 S.17 ¢ 18.97
o+ P —m—————— tm——m— - o ——————— - r———————— ————— e -
1982~ ] 3 o o 1o a2 o 9 19
198S ' 5.17 6.90 1.72 3.45 0.00 : 15.52 ! 32.76
,: —————————— P —— - —- m———m——— - P ——— m———— - rm——————— pm———m————- +
u AFTER : 1 1 o o o o 2
o4 1985 : 1.72 1.72 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 3.4S
.: ---------- L P m—m— rmm—————— L P m—m— bm——————— +
B TaTAL 10 17 4 3 3 21 sa
ol 17.26 29.31 6.90 S.17 5.17 36.21 100.00
I
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."l Table &6 shows that S1.74 of the SP0Os surveyed have an
‘, estimated cost less than $100 million. O0f that percentage,
\
:_‘ C3I and "other" systems account for 46.6% of the S8 SPOs .
“»
surveyed.
&
S
4y
o TABLE &
!
.':‘,
oA
System Cost by System
"
e e e e e e e e e e o = " o ot = " o — o > o = " o 2 = o o . i o o o o o e e
o
o FREQUENCY ! ;
K * PERCENT VAIRCRAFTIC3I ‘MISSILE 'MUNITIONISATELLIT!QTHER :
: : : : ] : ! TOTAL
o8 I et P —————— t———————— o ——————— m———————— tm———————— Fmmmm e +
K DID NOT ; 0 0 : o i o i 0 2 2
% ANSWER : 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 3.45 | 3.45
i‘ —————————— pmmm————— t———————— bm—— Pmm—————— m——————- tmmm————— +
-f‘, > $100M : 1 3 0! 1 o ! 8 . 13
ot | 1.72 ¢ S.17 0.00 1.72 0.00 13.79 ! 22.41
—————————— B et ittt T et bt e
" $100M - : (o I ? . 0! o 1t 7 17
oF $499M ! 0.00 ! 15.52 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 1.72 ¢ 12.07 i 29.31
L 0 mmmem————— bm——————— L atatat tmm————— fm——————— r———————— fmmm +
N $S500M - : I 1 o 1 o ! 3 &
], $999M | 1.72 1.72 0.00 ! 1.72 0.00 ! 5.17 1 10.34 )
e mmmmeme e bmmm e —— Fm———————— I e m———————— pm——————— rm———————— *
OVER $1B ! 7 3 4 1 2 o 17
o i 12.07 5.17 6.90 1.72 3.45 | 0.00 ! 29.31
;\. ---------- o ——— P ———— P —————— m———————— tm——————— pm——————-— +
:z UNKNQOWN 1 1 o ! o ! o 1 3
" H 1.72 1.72 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 1.72 S.17
:Q‘ —————————— L s m———————— tm——————— e ————— o ——————— tm——————— +
o0 TOTAL 10 17 4 3 3 =34 S8
17.24 29.31 &.90 S.17 5.17 36.21 100.00
N
"W
)
)
4
o
" .
£
‘o
):
!
li
&
« 36
()
ﬂ"'!
-

. o~
Y N N RO Rt R T Y o h e T AN o A, 3 2000
!p"!'ﬂ:"’:,l'!‘l'n,‘.l “&-.J ' Tad 1".:‘.'!‘. l 4 ,L.'\‘.‘ﬁ‘g’l‘q!‘h. !'n XX !e!", 0".'1‘!‘:”""‘&‘! !‘!‘!‘C‘ > A.'(‘l" e A R ¥ - AN x4 H "‘I oy ‘!‘l‘!

IR




LR A Ade e a s o don doa gl ol oy kadiarend-did Lok uie shn ahe oo o ]

Only 27.6% of the SPOs responding in the survey will
have production runs greater than 100 units (Table 7). Thisg
percentage includes all of those SPOs dedicated towards the

acquisition of munitions and missiles.

TABLE 7

Production Units by System

—— . —— ——————— ———— — o — ———— — —— - —— —— ——— ———— o —— — —— ——" —————

FREQUENCY ! '
PERCENT !AIRCRAFT:C3I 'MISSILE (MUNITION!SATELLIT:!OTHER !
! : : ! : ' {  TOTAL
---------- R e e i il etttk Sttt T ot
DID NOT ¢ 1 3 0 0! o S ! 9
ANSWER ! 1.72 ¢ S.17 ! 0.00 : ©0.00 ! ©0.00 : 8.62 ! 15.52
—————————— e e e e A m e e —— - ———————
1 ! o 2 0 0! o : 3 S
! 0,00t 3.45 % Q.00 0.00! 0.00! S.17 1 8.62
—————————— D e bt el T Sk 3
2-10 ! 1 3 0! o ! 1 o ! 9 T
¢ 1.72 % S5.17 % 0.00f 0.00 ! 1.728 ! 6.90 ! 15.52
---------- P e e e e e e e e ==
11-100 ! 2 S o o 1 3 11
! 3,45 : 8.62 1 0.00:! 0.00! 1,72 ! S.17 ! 18.97
—————————— e A D S e rr T TP
101-500 ! 3 1t o 0! o a2 &
i S.17 % 1.72 % 0.00: 0.00-i 0.00 : 3.45 ! 10.3%
—————————— Dt e it St L R b b Tk T 4
S501-1000 ! . o ! o o o 1 2
{ 1.72 ¢ 0.00 ! 0.00:! 0.00 ! 0.00: 1.72 % 3.45
—————————— e bt e, e e e e b —————
OVER 1000 ! 2 3 4 3 1 3 16
! 3.5t 5,17 % &6.90: S.17 ! 1.72 ¢ S.17 ! 27.59
—————————— B e it it et el o T
TOTAL 10 17 4 3 3 21 s8
17.24 29.31 6.90 5.17 5.17 36.21  100.00
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the tactical

Based on the number of programs surveved,
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air forces are the largest consumers with 19 programs

Space Command

(Table 8).

various phases of development

PACO I Lt y *y “r % Y X,
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“Other“

in the

accounts for a major share of the programs

category.

TABLE 8

SN AN,
g.‘-.wﬁz.i.¢

\
|
{
|
]
|
\
|
|
|
{
|
{
I
|
|
]
{
1
|
|
|
|
E ]
11} ]
L |
1] |
> {
[43] | .
|
> |
n {
|
- |
1] |
n |
= |
i
|
|
|
|
{
|
]
|
|
|
|
|
|
| b
{ >
| )
) z
| w
H 2
5]
1 w
| @
] w
L AR
mll j‘i"
TIRANT

IMISSILE 'MUNITION:SATELLIT!OTHER

C3al

AIRCRAFT !

PERCENT

PR

TOTAL

t
H

un

I

m
L ELEELEE 4
t t
|~y
' [}
t o
[} L |
| t
i !
) ]
4 = - 4+
] 1
[Be2e 2]
| o1
f « !
| (o3}
\ t
1 1
} 1
P EELEETER 4
t ]
1 OoQ
1 o
i o |
| o
| 1
] !
| i
L T 2
] ]
1 OQ |
| o1
} [
| (o}
L} [}
] 1
| |
+ oee-e 4
] !
LRV I}
1 ©~ |
! s )
t -
i |
! |
| t
+ - -- 4
} |
1 OQ 1
| (o3}
[ o}
| Q!
| |
) |
i |
+ == - 4
) ]
[} 1
1 [+ A
| =w !
Q3
(-
1 21
1 oql|
| = 4
o §
-..nn‘-»n'
- <
L L

[ 9 (la Y]
o] -~ 0
[]] o ®
od m

P

t 1

[SVR ') BRI s B S B o B o
S [y] “ -
o- - .
m O“ H)

] —

1 1

| 1
T S ML JEPIRPY

! !

QO+t ~nuil OO0
O 7“ o
‘. . L]
(o 3N - o

1 ]
] ]

1 |
PO JC IRy R
I ]
o1 NN ! OO

Ot Q“ Q
u~ . .
o\ 3“ o
I
] ]
| t
wa me h wm oem e =
] ]
-1 M~ 1 00
™~ — le)
. ) o .
-1 n i (s}
1 |
1 I
| t
PRI BRI TR P
) 1

-~y o000
™~ 9__ [e]
L] . .
-1 No o] QO

| |
) |
1 t
[, JIET R
i |

M~ M~ N
- -l K
) .« | .
n " n “ Y]

) !
\ '
e e § =% e b o -e
1 |
| 1
i |
) |
| '
1 i
] ]

Q 1 O (S|

q 1 q t g

n [ ol LI 4
AR

: ,

AREXEEE )

e e e e e e e r e e s v o e e o = e - A we = = e = o

ATC

.90

)

S.17

e e p et e e e . e e = e = = e e = =

AFCC

.00

0.00
B T i e Sl el Rt A bt Tl bl e S

©~ —M
-~ o
u
R R
l} 1
-~ !N
ot 01
LI} *
—_ @
| !
] [}
] |
L L 4
4 )
Qo it
O" J ¢
. [ |
(o 2 ™M
t )
1} 1
1 |
L 4
} |
QO t -t
(o B} o~
Gl ) L]
ot -1
| |
I §
L} 1
T A R ¢
| |
OO0 | QO
o “ Q1
- c—
o1 (o]
I |
1 |
1 ]
t!l+llll*
i |
o1 @™mC
] " [
. LI}
o m 1
1 -
H |
! |
[EERNE BRI
| |
OOt U
o &~
[} |
(o] -
t |
| |
1 ]
R ik 4
| t
[} 1
) |
| i
! 1
[ 4 |
[8) ' w 1
- [ el ]
w [ |
¢4 [ 1
b =
OO
2, 44 Yy A A

58
100.00

21
36.21

&

.90

17

29.31

10
17.24

TOTAL

t7

3.

5.17

]




)
¥
]
3}
: Surge Preparedness Planning. All S8 respondenrts
@ were asked if their user had considered production surge
oS capability for the system. Table 9 shows that 10.34% of the
: users had considered surge capability. TAC accounted for S0%
; of the responses supporting the consideration surge
o,
N capability. In addition, MAC and ATC also accounted for |
L,
response each for supporting the consideration of production
; surge capability.
b TABLE 9
ol
’i User by User Considered Surge Ability
- FREQUENCY
‘ PERCENT ¢t DID NOT: SURGE ! . v DO NOT
2 v ANSWER | N/A ! YES ' NO . KNOW TOTAL
) = o ——— Fm— m———————— - F———————— +
, DID NOT , 2 . O o o O 2
: ANSWER ' 3.45 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 3.45
¥ e Fmm—————— o — e ——— mm——————— o —————— ———_———— +
- SAC o 2 o 1 4 7
- ' 0.00 3.495 ! 0.00 1.72 6.90 12.07
- mmeem e ————— ———————— +———————— ———————— o ———— o —————— +
s TAC o 65 3 . 3 7 . 19
, 0.00 10.34 ! 5.17 1 5.17 12.07 32.75
e m———————— Fm——————— F———————— m—— e ——— o ——— +
MAC | 0 2 1 O S =
' .00 3.495 ! 1.72 0.00 ! 3.43 5,482
—————————— B i s st T e
ATC | 0 2 1 G- O &
! : 0.00 3.45 1.72 (.72 s 5. -
r . mmmmmemmees m———————— o ——— Fmm e ———— +———————— o — e — +
AFCC o o O ! 1 2 3
' 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.72 . 3.45 5.17
Iy mmm—m————— 4 —————— ———————— ——————— ——————— ———————— +
1 AFLC (02 1 0 o 0 0 1
' : 0.00 ! 1.72 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 1.72
:' —————————— m——————— o m——————— e ———— o m————— F———————— +
- OTHER o | & 1 8 2 . 17
i ' C.00 10.34 1.72 13.72 3.495 | 7,31
D et e F——_——————— m————— - +——————— - - = ==
TOTAL 2 19 ) 14 17 S
v ° 3.495 32.76 10.34 2414 29 .31 1 oD
)
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In reference to Table 10, 20 out of SB respondents
reported that they at one time or another had considered
surge preparedness planning. The relationship between the
ves and no responses shows that the SPOs at ASD and AD had
more consideration of surge preparedness planning than those

SP0Os which did not. Sixty percent of the SPOs that

considered surge capability were at ASD. ESD and SD, on the
other hand, reported more na than yes responses of the number
of SP0s who considered surge preparedness planning. One

might suspect the above analysis to be true since ASD and AD

develop and acquire many more tactical systems than ESD and

SD.
TABLE 10
Organization by SPO Considered Surge
FREQUENCY .
PERCENT ¢ DID NOT:! SURGE ' ; v DO NOT
¢ ANSWER ! N/A : YES . NQO : KNQOW . TOTAL
————————— R de e S e e T o
ASD 1 10 12 4 1 28
’ 1.72 17.24 ©  20.69 . 6.70 1.72 |+ «48.28
————————— B e e e e i Al e e e i o
ESD ¢ 1 8 . 2 . 7 3 1 1Q
: 1.72 13.79 | 3.45 12.07 1.72 + 32.76
————————— B Rt e e S e e S
SD o ! 1o 1 a2 . o 4
: 0.00 | 1.72 1.72 . 3.45 | 0.00 | 6.50
————————— B e e R it e A e k abaka EE R PP S
AD O 1 S 12 o 7
. 0.00 | 1.72 g.62 ! 1.72 . 0.20 ! 12.07
——————————— L il R et e e R 3
TOTAL = 20 20 14 2 58
3.495 34.48 34 .48 24. 16 3.45 100.00
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Only S programs were identified as having a surge
requirement. Although Table 11 shows that only B8.6% of the
responding SPOs have a surge requirement, the magnitude of
the number of SP0Os having surge requirements is not all that
important. As stated in the scope of this research, the
intent of this investigation was to examine a sampling of all
of AFSC’s acquisition program offices in the five major
product divisions. It was not necessary to acquire a
sensitive listing of all of the SPOs that have surge
requirements. Rather than seeking statistical significance
in the numbers of SP0Os who do and do not have surge
requirements,; it is still valuable to examine the

distribution of SP0Os with surge requirements. For instance,

Table 11 shows tiiat aircraft, missile, and munitions have

surge requirements while C31 and satellite systems do not.
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TABLE 11

System by Surge Requirement

FREQUENCY
PERCENT

DID NOT!
ANSWER |

» DO NOT
; KNQW
m———————
: t
' 1.72
——————— -
: 2
' 3.45
m———————
: a
: 3.45
o ——————————
' 0
j 0.00
o —————
' 0
: 0.00
e ——————
J 0
! 0.00
mm——————
S
B8.62

TOTAL

10
17 .2«

17
29.31
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i The significance of Table 12

_f users, identified as having a relationship with SP0Os that
#

;j have surge requirements, are SAC and TAC.
igh]

x..

s, TABLE 12

9

K

8

‘\ User by Surge

2 FREQUENCY !

f‘ PERCENT ' DID NOT: !

% ' ANSWER! YES ! NG

r —————————— o m——m———— b o m— e ——
2 DID NOT ! 2 | o ! 0
4 ANSWER : 3.45 ! 0.00 ! 0.00
By e f———————— F——————— fmm—m—————
e SAC o 2 S
3 : 0.00 ! 3.45 8.62
. memmmeee o ———— o ————— e ——

b TAC 1 2 12

. ! 1.72 ! 3.45 | 20.69
0' —————————— e ——— e —————— Fm————————
'i.| ] ] ]

) MAC ! o 0 4
! ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 6.90
B, 0 e m——————— o ——————— O T
W ATC ! 0 o ! 4

! 0.00 0.00 ! 5.90

u —————————— m——————— o —— m———————
. AFCC ! o ! o ! 3
" ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 5.17

:' —————————— m——————— o ——————— m————————
o AFLC o o 1
¢ 0.00 0.00 ! 1.72
Ky e e ———— o ———————— m————————

[ OTHER ! o ! 1! 16
) : 0.00 ! 1.72 ! 27.59
2 e et e ———————— b ————— Fo———————
v TOTAL 3 5 45

-4 S.17 8.62 77.59
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A
}5 Table 13 shows that the product divisions having SPOs
;; with surge requirements are the Armaments and AReronautical
23 Systems Divisions which is related to the systems they
¥

by develop and the users they support as identified in Tables 10
%S and 11.

.\..
b~

a"

w TABLE 13
!f Organization by Surge Requirement
* FREQUENCY !

PERCENT ! DID NOT: ' i DO NOT ¢

¢l : ANSWER ! YES ' NO ; KNOW . TOTAL
.;_-: ————————— ———————— tm——————— A ————— t——m————— +
el ASD ! 2 ! 4 20 ! 2 ! 28
K © 3.45 ! &.90 ! 34.48 ! 3.45 ! 4B8.28
by 000 memmm——— o ——— —————— t———————— ——————— +
: ESD ! 1 o 17 1 19
A, ' 1.72 0.00 I 29.31 . 1.72 + 32.76
{; ————————— +———————— t———————— o ————— o —————— +
h:; SD o ! o ! 4 o ! 4
" ' 0.00 | 0.00 65.90 ! 0.00 ! 6.90
S T e b ————— ———————— Fommm————— bm———————— +
J AD ! o 1! 4 2 7
K¢ ] 0.00 | 1.72 ¢ 6£.90 | 3.45 | 12.07
'..: ————————— e m e —— ———————— Fm——————— Fm——————— +
¥ TOTAL 3 S 45 3 58

’ S5.17 8.62 77.59 8.62 100.00
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i When praogram offices were asked about the likelihood
i : that their program might require surge capability in the
> n =
4\} future, B respondents said yes (Table 4). This 1s an
-
s
S increase of 60% over those SPOs that are required to have

AN/

K\ surge capability. An additional interest item is that two
.
;&ﬁ C3I SPOs and one satellite SPO reported that they might have
! 3
29~ a future surge reqguirement.
e _.
! h)
E) ’ﬂ\
K> TABLE 14
e
B e
System by Future Surge Requirement
()
R e m
43 FREQUENCY !
N PERCENT ! DID NOT! : : :
L, i ANSWER:! YES ' NQ 'NOT SURE: TOTAL
- 4 e ———— mmm——— o U +
- ATIRCRAFT ! 0o 2 7 1 1! 10
. ! 0.00 ! 3.45 ! 12.07 ! 1.72 © 17.24
o e e ———— m——— b o ——— +
. c31 1 2 8 ! 6 ! 17
o : 1.72 3.45 ¢ 13.79 ! 10.34 : 29.31
‘) —————————— o ——— Fmm—————— ———————— Fem————— +
o MISSILE ! 0 ! 1 1o 2 a4
it i 0.00 ! 1.72 1.72 3.45 ¢ 6.90
"n —————————— e ————— o ———— Fm——————— +m———————— +
_ MUNITIONS o ! o 2 1 3
! : 0.00 0.00 ! 3.45 ! 1.72 5.17
® - tm———————— o ———— - e ———— o e — +
‘o SATELLITE o ! 1 2 o 3
U ' 0.00 1,72 ! 3.45 0.00 S5.17
i‘. —————————— m———————— m———————— m———————— t———————— +
e OTHER ! 1! =B 16 ! 2 =3
" ! 1.72 3.45 ¢ 27.59 ! 3.45 ! 36.21
® Fmm e b o +
o TOTAL 2 8 36 12 58
;é} 3.65 13.79 62.07 20.69 100.00
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% Although Table 1! pointed out that S5 SPOs had surge
3 requirements, Table 15 shows that 7 SPOs have begun some kingd ‘
i of surge planning. This may be attributable to those SPOs
f
h, who think that they may have a surge requirement in the
M future. Just like Table 1, Table 13 identifies aircraft,
[~
: missiles, munitions, and one system in the '"other'" category
-
'ﬁ as the areas where surge preparedness planning is occurring.
R )
A
:w TABLE 15
A
4 System by Surge Planning Started
LY
By e ————————————————————
‘N FREQUENCY !
:j PERCENT ' DID NOT! SURGE : ] J
K. i ANSWER:! N/A : YES f NO : TAOTAL
: —————————— m—————— o ———— fmm e —— o ——— +
p AIRCRAFT | o 3 3 4 10
) ' 0.00 5.17 ¢ 5.17 6.90 | 17.24
:* —————————— m———————— ———————— o ———— m——————— +
i: C31 ¢ 2 4 (O 11 17
;g : 3.45 6.90 0.00 | 18.97 ! 29.31
—————————— B e R s s A kit &
: MISSILE o o 2 2 G
» : 0.00 0.00 3.45 3.45 ! 6.90
o ST . m——————— e —————— e ———— o —_———— +
MUNITIONS o (O I i 2 3
! ' 0.00 | 0.00 | 1.72 3.45 5.17
«e @ - e ——_—————— —_—————— —_—————— +
;; SATELLITE O o o 3 3
. : 0.00 | 0.00 ! 0.00 5.17 5.17
—————————— B it e s b R e kbt 2
OTHER 1 12 | 1 7 =B
, : 1.72 + 20.69 1.72 12.07 36.21
¢ 2@ mememmmm——— t———————— Fm—_————— +m—————— o——————— +
ﬁ TOTAL 3 19 7 29 58
N 5.17 32.76 12.07 S0.00 100.00
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o When asked to identify the phase in which surge
o ) ) ) .
N preparedness planning began or will begin, 14 respondents
N »
g
T . L. . P . .
.:g individually identified the appropriate accordingly (Table
>
“
Sl 16). Since only five SP0Os have surge capability requirements
{
_;{ (Table 1) and seven SPOs are doing surge planning, the
i::_
Q}ﬁ results of Table &6 are suspicious. However, &4% of the
o
programs reported that surge planning began or will begin
P during full scale development or the production phase.
T
o
vf\~.
L
b) o
. TABLE 16
Dee o
-tl_'!. )
i; Phase Surge Planmning Began by System
"
N
W e e e e —— e . — . — — t —— — —— —— ————— — = e = —————— —  —— —— —————  — ———
-"u -
: FREQUENCY ! ;
o PERCENT {AIRCRAFT:!C3I 'MISSILE !MUNITION!SATELLIT:OTIER !
Y ' : : : : ] ! TOTAL
\'J_'. —————————— pomm e ——— pm——m———— D D o m—— ————— - +
A DID NOT o 1 o o o 2 3
o ANSWER ! 0.00 1.72 V.00 0.00 ! 0.00 3.45 5.17
T emmmaa- D P S U S bmmmm .= tm—m—————— P ———— +
J SURGE N/A 3 9 0 1o 2 ! 1S ! 30
vy : S.17 ¢ 15.32 0.00 ! t.72 3.45 ! 25.86 ! S1.72
s pmmmmm o m A - tmm————— e b 4 ———— +
i C/E : - o : Lot o : o 0 : 2
e, 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 ! 3.45
_,:. —————————— e ————— R m——— e tm—m e tm——————— +
hai DEM/VAL ! 1 o 0 o o ! 2 3
® 1.72 U.00 ! 9.00 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 3.45 S.17
. memmmme———- - - bm———————— b — - pmmm— - ——— - ——- +
S FSD : 2 1 1 1! o ! o S
e 3.45 1.72 1.72 ¢ 1.72 0.00 ¢ 0.00 ! 8.62
:'.f: —————————— mm— - b ——— o ———— mm—m e ——— Fm—————— r———————— +
n;~ PROD/ : 1 1 0 o 1 [J. 4
N LDEPLOY ! 1.72 1.7 0.00 ! 0.00 1.72 ¢ 1.72 ¢ 6.90
.: —————————— P —————— bm— - - b ——————— mm—————— e —————— b ——————— +
J; UNKNOWN : 2 S 2 1 o ! 1 11
. : 3.45 8.62 3.45 ¢ 1.72 ¢ 0.00 1.72 ¢ 18.97
‘:_-' —————————— ——m————— b————— - pm———————— b ——— ———————— - m - +
S TOTAL 10 17 4 3 3 21 s8
17.24 29.31 &5.90 S.17 S.17 36.21 100.00
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Ut All 358 of the SP0Os were asked to identify the phase 1n
:';. which funding began or will begin. €Eleven SP0Os responded
) ,
"l positively (Table 17)., Unfortunately, the table may have

pointed out a possible anomaly in the response data.

However, the results might suggest that funding might occur
~

?*\ only 11 times during the five phases even though Table 16

&} shows surge plamning beginning 14 times during the five

A ohases. Therefore, some of the surge planning may be
"

A"
L’\

unfunded.

A7

Pos,

Of the programs that have or expect funding for surge

planning, 81.8% of the funding begins during or after FSD.

-
P

However, 53.6% of the funding has or will occur during the

0

production/deployment phase.
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Funding for Surge Planning by System

AIRCRAFT

PERCENT

FREQUENCY

--!t

-lﬂn
s

--\

-(‘I

4 MM 0O ~Mu -~ NN NN NN e O ©O ’
a ¥ o ~ ~ T N7 ¢S ~ & no R,
o m o] -~ - ™ [0} m m ™ o y
= N — - o .
— i,

R SRR TR SETIEEIR JRTERTEE BETIRTER BETIRTER TR Tt D St Gy E
! | 1 ' f ' | I | | -
Tt WUN i+ 231 001 =~V 1TOO!IUW I OO AU I OO | wi — ¢
1 E SRR | o ! [ ol K o1 K O | ruru 55

1 [ [ .l L] . | [ vl .y . . ’

1 m! I | o - o | ™M ot ™M [o] 90 et

) ) [\ 1 | ! 1 1 1 1 m Phd

| | | [ | I | | I i oy
| ' 1 1 ! | | 1 | ! =
R e R B L T T C TYNP SUpS U S S Al
| 1 } 1 1 1 ) 1 1 | £
1001 MNIOQ I OO -~IO0OQQIOOI OO IQCOIME -
“ 0“ L o“ 0“ 7“ o ot Qo o1 - R

. . . . . . | . 0 o | o 1 .

I 0ol ™mi Ol ©0t1t ~«1 o1 ol o1 ol n Y
i | ' 1 | | | I | | 1

| | 1 l 1 | 1 | i ' .

1 l | ' 1 | 1 ! 1 1

R e e L D JR TR TS LR P R T TR S ’”
! ! | 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 o
1001 ~N 1 0Q ! 0O 1001 ~UIOQ ! 001 ~uimH o

" 0" >~ 0“ o O“ S~ l< 3| o [ — Yr
. (] . . . L .| .| o . 3

I 01 =1 ol o1 ol =1 ol o1 =1 n x
“ " ) " " “ ) ! ! ! o

| 1 1 | ! :
1 ! | | ' | | | | | o -
R SELIET IR SRR LR R R UL IR DT IP I TPV JEET SO SN N -
I | 1 t ! 1 | t 1 t g
1201 0Q 1001 O0OQO100Q1O0QIOoOQIMNMINUNNI &2 A

| o\ [ 2] o ot o | O | o T I | o~ Rl
| e | * | [ ( [ * [ 3 [} 3 ="
1 O" [ N1 0" 0" 0" 0“ o1 ™M1 3“ 0 4
| t t 1 3
i | 1 1 | 1 ! i t ] _ﬁ
) | 1 f I i f 1 l { Sl
R TR IR LR BELIPTEE SESIE CEE Sl RSN LR P IRl AR 2 >
| ) i 1 | t | i | | 1
100 1 U1 OOQO I OO I ~—U!TODO IV LW OV | = -

| oI n ot [ N1 ~ D01 3 ! K —~ | —-m e
| ) [ Q] ] o < [ [ o) . o

! o | n o | [o 3N - O i oM ™ v o >
| 1 -1 ! l 1 1 | 1 1 u %

1 1 t ' { t t ! ! ! =
1 [ 1 ! 1 ! 1 t 1 1 5
LR SRS SRR Pl S O IR R Gt e
1 ' 1 | | 1 | | | ! gt
FToolToDht !l OQ I OCQl NI OO I UM I NI OT -

( [« 3N} - [N O o KA [e3N} KN K 1] X
] o | ] o | ¢« | o« 1 [ | . | « | - f‘
' o ! n - o o | ™M o | m M ~ <
] ! ] ] 1 ! 1 ) 1 ' — e

| 1 i | | | | ! 1 ! -

1 | | 1 | t i 1 t 1 b5
R i ST L I LT LI L i S CIRIE SIRT AT ST S PP 3 , €N
1 ! ! 1 ! ) 1 ) ' t i

l I q 1 1 | | =) i | | o

| x|l ~ [} 1 } [} > 1 0a i | | o
VWl Z ) [ | | 01 xQ | o1 Z i -

t O3 1 ' q ) ] J1 @ x) w1 3 1 o
P20 w | > 1 r~Na ~lxzo 1 Q [ ¢\

' 2. 1 1N | taw it - lwZ ' Z I a p
1aoadqd |\ x | w [ = 1 a o1 w I >3 X [ p

) = [ (B 1w [0 [Ivd () lww |t 2 (=] Bl
(] 1 n [ I a fw [ 1 a [ -4 [} I - -
-

5

53

W

,‘i '.‘l

e

v X g 4 - L . _®_ -
Lol n1 e =X'Q .D -w\.n.-.n, p \\-.;. Ry v\-il‘..uu - J ARl T FONRIAN, o.,’. J.....W.Jll op s



..". . " PPV e DPERTUR Togpro, [T . e . CAR Bact Man mai dai Sam ek San Ao gt o |

tyd 9y
'i:n
'y
W
O
b
ot
r.. () -
:0'.:"
¥ Mo .
Fed Of the respondents who reported that surge planmning has
%\ .
.‘ or will be put on contract, 78.6% of the contract awards have
' 5»
: : ar will occur during FSD or the production phase with 72.7%
~-
")- occurring in the production phase (Table 18).
A
.
%
i)
! TABLE 18
u’
. Surge Planning an Contract by System
'QJ."
QA
A
‘ﬂid
2
~}: FREQUENCY !
“o¥ PERCENT !AIRCRAFT!C3I IMISSILE !MUNITION!SATELLIT!OTHER '
] ] : ] : ' ¢ TOTAL
."' —————————— o —— o —————— —— e, —— o —— = - - - —— m—————— - +
e DID NOT : o 0! 0 0 o ! 2 a
-:v ANSWER : 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 3.45 ! 3.45
M mmm—emmee S e m—— A m———m———— pmm——————— bm——m————— +
AN SURGE N/A | 3 9 o 1o 2 15 ! 30
ALY : S.17 ¢ 1S5.s52 ! 0.00 ! 1.72 ¢ 3.45 ¢ 25.86 ¢ S1.72
---------- L et e ettt e Dl d el e e 4
Wl C/E : 2 o o o o o ! 2
2o H 3.45 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 3.45
-;- ---------- e rrm—————— rmm—————— pommmm——— m——————— b m———— +
AN DEM/VAL ! o ! o o o o - |
o ! 0.00! ©0.00:! 0,00 ©0.00: 0.00: 1.72 1.72
L ettt PPt e ———— tmmm e tm—————— p———————— ———————— ———————— +
J FSD ' 1 1 1 [o 2 o Qo 3
R ! 1.72 ! 1.72 1.72 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 5.17
:l". ---------- o ——— . bm—————— b m———————— e ———— +
el PROD/ : 2 1 (I 1 (I 2 8
. DEPLOY ! 3.45 ! 1.72 ¢ t.72 1.72 1.72 ¢ 3.45 ¢+ 13.79
B 0000 e b ————— bmmme m———————— ———————— R e b———————— +
D . . . . . .
) MEVER ON ! (G 3 2 0 o] 1 7
. CONTRACT 1.72 S.17 ¢ 3.45 ¢ 0.00 ! 0.00 1.72 ¢ 12.07
—————————— L et o et et R ittt
Py UNKNQWN : 1 3 o ! [ o 0o S
B ' 1.72 ¢ S.17 ¢ 0.00 ! 1.72 ¢ 0.00 0.00 g.62
3 emmmmm——e tommmme e PO e ——— e tm—mm e — fmm—————— ———————— +




= Of the S8 program offices that responded to the survey,
P only 12 or less SPOs were ever gquestioned about surge

preparedness planning (Table 19). 0Of those organizations who
asked surge related questions to SPQOs, product divisions lead

all other categories of questioning with 43.5%.

TABLE 19

i'

{ . .

"!$ Questioning Organizations by System

:J

N e e e e e o ot e e e e — —
Dy

"l

o FREQUENCY ! ;

. PERCENT (AIRCRAFT:!C3! 'MISSILE {MUMITION:SATELLIT:OTHER :

s : ! : ! ' : ! TOTAL
-_~.:;‘ ---------- b ———m———— PO s pmm e e PO +

v ¢ DID NOT ' o 0 i o ! o ! o 2 2
K. ANSWER H 0.00 0.00 : 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 3.45 ! 3.45
“\ —————————— e ———— ———————— b —————— tm———————— tm———————— m—————— +

- N/A : 3 7 o ! o 1 70 18
: S.17 ¢ 12.07 : 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 1.72 ¢+ 12.07 : 31.03
:.7'.: —————————— r———————— b ——— O o —— b ——— —————— - +

" NEVER . 2 8 r o I 1 6 19
:- QUESTIONED: 3.45 ! 13.79 1.72 ! 1.72 ¢ 1.72 1 10.34 ! 32.76
' mmemm e bmmmmm - bm——————— e r———————— tm——————— - +

) AFSC ! o 0 1t o o o 1
el : 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 1.72 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 1.72
;‘ e emeceem———- J R —— P O tomm b ———— P +

.\,j HQ USAF : 1 o o o 1 0 e
~ : 1.72 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 1.72 0.00 3.45
:1 —————————— mm e . mmmm——— d———————— b —— o mm +

N\ USER(S) : o o ! o o o 1o 1
] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.72 1.72

—————————— G m e ——— - e —————— —————— -

W PROD DIV ! 1 0 IS 1 o 2 S
-‘;-,' : 1.72 0.00 1.72 ¢ 1.72 ¢ 0.00 ! 3.45 ! 8.682
_’.""' —————————— ——————— o m————— o mm—m———— o —————— R i bm———————— +

7n OTHER : 1 o i 1 o o : 3
) : 1.72 0.00 ! 1.72 ! 1.72 0.00 0.00 ! 5.17
. 000 e ———— - —— m———————— b - o —— o m— - —— P —————— +

Al DO NOT : 2 2 o i o ! o ! 3 7
"f. KNOW : 3.45 ! 3.45 0.00 ! 0.00 : 0.00 S.17 i 12.07
’-f'\' —————————— e m— L ] mm——- m- - b —————— r————————— Pm——————— .

WY TOTAL 10 17 4 3 3 21 s8
r,,-::. 17.24 29.31 6.90 S.17 5.17 36.21 100,00
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Al
o™ Question 1§ was used to determine what, if anything,
-
\; impedes or prevents surge planning and preparedness for SP0Os.
LA
s
158 . . . . . .
Y Low priority, followed by insufficient funding, and
o
o . o .
A contractor support were identified as hampering surge
t
."
o planning and preparedness (Table 20).
-
A
¥
M)
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TABLE 20
2t
O . .
'k Barriers to Surge Planning by System
L
O
\.
®
RS FREQUENCY !
)} PERCENT VAIRCRAFT I C3I TMISSILE IMUNITION!SATELLIT!ATIHER H
£ : : : ] : ' i TOTAL
S ettt Fm——————— bmmmmm fmemmm pomm e mm e bm——————— pm——————— +
,3: DID NOYV : o 1 o ! 0 o 2 3
R ANSWER H 0.00 1.72 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 3.45 | S.17
k ---------- rm———————— m———————— o — e e ———— e m————— o —————— +
i N/7A H 3 7 o 2 2 ! ) B T 2s
h : 5.17 ¢ 12.07 ! 0.00 ! 3.45 ! 3.45 !¢ 18.97 i 43.10
-C. —————————— o ————— pm———————— o — P —————— rm———————— ———————— +
R - FUND ING ! 1 2 ! 1 1 0 o S
P : 1.72 3.45 1.72 1.72 0.00 ! 0.00 8.52
s mmmemmmm—— rm———————— ——————— tm——————— o ———— tmm—————— o —m————— +
CONTRACTOR o o o o o 3 3
'ﬁ SUPPORT : 0.00 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 | 0.00 ¢ S.17 S.17
e Tmmmmmeees e ————— +—————— - bmm—————— P ——— Fm——————— P —————— '
‘o LOwW : 3. 2 1o o o 7
s. PRIQRITY 5.17 3.45 1.72 ¢ ©.00 ! 1.72 ¢ 0.00 ! 12.07
,f: ---------- o ——————— bmm——————— pm—————— o ———— P ———— o ———— +
W NOTHING : 3 S a o o ! S 1S
H S.17 g.62 3.45 1 0.00 Q.00 8.62 25.86
-’_ —————————— r———————— pmm—————- Pm——————— fmm—————— e ———— pmm—————— +
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ﬁb Respondent Knowledge. Questions 17-26 were asked
€
54 to determine the respondents background and knowledge of
N
o,
N .
) surge preparedness planning.
)
o)
N Officers and the civil servants, who responded to the
4
Eﬁ survey, identified Defense Systems Management College and on-
O
ﬂ; the—job training as the main sources of their knowledge about
)
)
[}
y surge preparedness planning (Table 21). DSMC accounted for
-: 32.4% and OJT accounted for 29.7% for the 31 respondents who
“
.-
D had knowledge of surge preparedness planning.
o
l!,,
= TABLE 21
, Rank by Surge Knowledge Source
B
... FREQUENCY !
i PERCENT !DID NOT !NEVER IAFIT ! DSMC 1DSMC SC :0JT {OTHER :
e TANSWER {LEARNED ! ] ! ! ! TOTAL
" e t———m - ——— - b m————— o ————— P —————— m——————— m——————— +
N DID NOT : 0o 1 o o ! o ! 0! 1 2
" ANSWER ! 0.00 ! 1.72 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 1.72 ¢ 3.45
¥  ,eem——————- b —————— pm——m———— b ————— P ——— - e ———— tm———————— P ——— +
o auT : 0! o ! 0 ! o 0! 0 ! 1 1
N ! 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 1.72 ¢ 1.72
.: ---------- e b P o s . - +
N 1T ! 0 ! S 2 0o ! 1 1! o 9
® ! 0.00 ! 8.62 ! 3.45 0.00 ! 1.72 1.72 ! 0.00 ! 15.52
> = mmmemm—e—=- P m—m————— m———————— e m—————— rmm——rm—— b ————— e —m—— bm—————— +
e CAPT H o 2 ! 1 3 13 11 o 1 8
A3 : 0.00 ! 3.45 1.72 5.17 ! 1.72 ¢ 1.72 ¢ 0.00 ! 13.79
:, ---------- bmmm————— bm——————— $mmm e e tm——————— T ——————— +
MAJ ! o ! 1 1t a: o 7 o 11
Sy ; 0.00 ! 1.72 ¢ 1.72 ¢ 3.45 ! 0.00 ! 12.07 ! 0.00 ! 18.97
'. ---------- pm——————— b me o ————— T pm——————— T tmm—————— +
b LTC ! 1 S ! o 4 o ! 2 2 14
. : 1.72 ¢ 8.62 | 0.00 ! 6.90 ¢ 0.00 ! 3.45 ¢ 3.45 ! 24.14
F., 00 memm—mm——— bmm—————— pm——————— D e ———— o ————— tm——————— b m————— +
~ coL ! o 6 ! o ! 3 1 o 3 13
g : 0.00 ! 10.34 : 0.00 5.17 ¢ 1.72 ¢ 0.00 ! 5.17 1 22.41
---------- e R e A ettt S e Y
TOTAL 1 20 4 12 3 1t 7 58
'. 1.7¢ 34,48 6,90 20.69 S5.17 18.97 12.07 100.00
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The number of government personnel who filled out the
questionnaire for SPOs at ASD, ESD, SD, and AD were 28, 19,
4, and 7 respectively (Table 22). Although three survey
questionnaire were sent to BMO, no one completed and returned
a single copy to be added to the data base. All 116 surveys
were addressed in care of the program managers of the
stratified and randomly selected SPOs. At least orne response
was received from every officer grade. The percentage of
respondents with a rank, or equivalent civilian grade, of

ma jor or higher was 65.3%.

TABLE 22

Organization by Rank

FREQUENCY | H

PERCENT ‘DID NOT 207 VILT ‘CAPT ‘MAJ LTC 1 COL :
I ANSWER H B H H H H : TOTAL

—————————— P e e e e e e e e e e e e m e m A —————
ASD H [ o 3 3 8 ! S 6 29
' 1.72 ¢ 0.00 . S.17 8.62 13.79 8.62 10.34 ¢ 48.28

—————————— e i Tt T i R e etk 4
ESD H 1 o] S e ! 3 & | e ! 19
‘ 1.7 Q.00 8.62 3.45 3.17 ¢ 10.34 3.435 32.76

—————————— e T e e e e P e e e e e e e  m e e e e e b e i m e - — 4
SD : [Vl o [0 [ S o | S e &
: 0.00 Q.00 0.00 1.72 0.00 1.72 ¢ 3.45 &.90

—————————— P T e e e e e e e e e e, e e e e e e m et mm b — e — e ——————
AD H o [ I 1 o o 2 3 7
H 0.00 : 1.72 ¢ 1,72 ¢ 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 3.45 S.17 ¢ 12.07

---------- T e e e e e e m e b, ———————
TaTAL 2 1 9 8 11 14 13 sa
3.065 1.72 15.52 13.79 18.97 24. 14 22.41 100.00
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e Table 23 shows that project managers, program managers,
;l and division chiefs were the main job classifications that
in
:?j responded to the survey. Having provided 44.8% of the
.
.
responses, project managers responded more than twice than

{

e
o any other job category.

e

-2

LA TABLE 23
w
N Organization by Job

v
? ______________________________________________________________
Ve FREQUENCY !

d PERCENT SPO DEP SPO ! SPO DIVIPRQOJECT | ;

L 'DIRECTOR:! DIR . CHIEF | MGR i OTHER . TOTAL
:: ————————— o —————— m——————— b —————— ———————— —_—————— +

}: ASD 4 1 3 17 3 28
r . ; 6.90 1.72 5.17 ¢ 29.31 ! S.17 ! 48.28
e 0 e —_—————— t———_————— ———————— f———————— ———————- +
A ESD S 3 3 S ! 3! 19
- 1 8.2t  S.17 ¢ S.17 ¢ B.62 ! S5.17 i 32.76
K ::, ————————— bm—————— ——m—————— e —————— F———————— tm——————— +

. SD 2 0 o ! 2 o . o] 4
K{ {  3.45 : 0.00 ! 3.45 : 0.00 !  0.00 6.90
. e —— —————— o ——— o ——— o ——————— ———— +
2 AD ! o 0 2 4 P 7

» : 0.00 0.00 | 3.45 &£.90 1.72 12.07
¢ 21 ————————— o —— e ——— o —m e ———— pm———————— ——_——————— o —— +

) TOTAL 11 4 10 26 7 <8
o 18.97 6.90 17.24 44.83 12.07 100,00
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The cross-section of functional area to job description

shows that 60.3% of the respondents classify themselves as

waorking

in program/project management

TABLE 24

Functional Area

(Table 24).

FREQUENCY
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L Looking at the acquisition experience of the
’ w respondents, Table 25 shows that 40 of the respondents had S

A
>
"-'j : or more years of experience. I

ALY TABLE 25

o0, Experience by Job
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there is a noticeable difference in

Examining Table 26,
the numbers of senior and junior government personnel who
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Table 27 shows the relationship between the sources of
surge planning knowledge and the acquisition courses that the
government personnel have completed. Twenty-six of the 49
respondents who had attended and acquisition management
course reported that they learned nothing about surge
preparedness planning. Al though 4 of the respondents (1 who
ffad taken SAS and 3 who had taken AFIT Systems 200) stated
that they learned about surge preparedness planning,

TARBLE 27

Acquisition Schools by Surge Knowledge Saurce

FREQUENCY ! H

PERCENT :DID NOT :NONE 1 SAS tSYS 200 DSMC tDSMC SC !0THER :
{ ANSWER ' H H H ' H ' TOTAL

---------- S R e e e e e P e e e e e b e e — e m b —————p = ———

SAS H o B 1 o ! [o I o o ! 2
H 0.00 ! 1.72 i.72 1 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 3.45

---------- e e e e e . e e e e r e — b m e ——— - ———————

8YS 100 : (¢ I 4 3 o ! o [« 2 e o | 4
' 0.00 ! &£.90 ! 0.00 ¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 6.90

---------- P e e e e e e e e e e et e m e b r e —— e ———————

SYS 200 H o 7 [s I 3 o i [* I (s 2] 10
: 0.00 ! 12.07 ! 0.00 ! S.17 ¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¢ 17.24
L tm———m e m——— r_———m— - L e Pmm e ——— tm———————— +
H a a2 o ! o o o o ! 4
H .45 ! 3.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¢ 6.90
e ——— P mm————— P ————— e —————— r———————— Fmmm e —— - rm———————— +
: o ! 0 o o i g ! o o ! 9
' 0.00 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 15.52 0.00 0.00 ! 15.52
P - R e R rm—————— - ————— - . e - P - - *
H Q 3 [0 I o | - [o 3 1 S
' Q.00 S.17 0.00 ! 0.00 1.72 0.00 1.72 ¢ 8.42
-t ————— - — b -~ ——— b *——— - o - o -—— - - *
H 0 12 (e o o ! o 3 4
H 0.00 ! 1.72 ¢ 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 S.17 ¢ 6.90
b ————- D R b ——— P ——— b — - tm—m - +
4 o 8 o o | I e o 11
H 0.00 ! 13.79 ¢ 0.00 ! 0.00 1.72 3.45 0.00 ! 18.97
o ——— e ——— mmm————— - ———— L b P +
H (e 8 o o o o 12 9
H 0.00 13.79 ! 0.00 0.00 ! 0.00 | 0.00 1.72 ! 13.52
pm——————— r——m e D - — L et b mm o m - +




planning.

to Tables 28,

taken no PME.

However,

Except for the rank of captain,

all nine DSMC graduates.

TABLE 28

All the respondents were asked

beginning and intermediate level courses do not teach surge

DSMC addressed industrial surge issues to

if they had taken any aof

range of professional military education courses.

ranks had respondents who had not taken any PME.

all other

Professional Military Education by Rank

FREQUENCY @
PERCENT :DID NOT :aLT
IANSWER !
__________ DO
sas ! o o
! 0.00 ! 0.00
__________ e
ACSC : o : o
i 0.00 : ©0.00
.......... PO
AWC : o 0o
! ©0.00 : 0.00
__________ e e
ICAF : 1 o
i 1.72 ¢ 0.00
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OTHER H | o}
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25.9% of the respondents stated that they had

TOTAL

12
20.69

12
20.69

12
20.69

15
25.846
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;55 Of the 43 respondents who have had courses in PME, Table
iy 29 shows that at various PME schools there was some learning
s
‘:ﬂ about surge preparedness planning: s0S - 2712, ACSC - 6/18,
~te

) - .

i:J AWC - 7/12, and ICAF - 3/4. These ratios show that it is at
kﬁ the senior service schools where it is more likely for
Al ‘
‘45 students toc learn about surge preparedness planning.

e

" TABLE 29
. »
1
o
fﬁ Professional Military Education by Surge Knowledge
%ﬁ
. ————— [ — - ———————————— o - —— -
>
L\
LR FREQUENCY : :
Lo PERCENT :DID NOT !NONE ;508 1ACSC LAWC i ICAF {OTHER :
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;) ICAF : o ! 1 o : 0 : (] 3 o 4
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‘ NONE : 0 : T o : o o 1 o 1S
ﬂhﬁ : 0.00 ! 24.14 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 1.72 ! 0.00 ;! 25.8&
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Summary

An 1nvestigation was conducted into Air Force Systems
Command’s polices, organizations, and acquisition program
offices to determine the interest, emphasiss; and knowledge of
industrial surge preparedness planning. The interviews
disclosed that industrial surge preparedness is a low
priority responsibility. It 1s not sufficiently funded and
rarely addressed at program reviews or milestone decisions.
Furthermore, the using commands do not usually offer their
surge requilirementss but they expect AFSC to determine the
user’s surge requirements for them. The survey indicated
that for many programss, surge is not a requirement. However,
tactical systems had the greatest share of surge
requirements. The survey also indicated that program offices
are seldom questioned about surge considerations from their
chain of command or their users. In addition, the survey
showed that many of the program and project managers have had
little to no exposure to surge preparedness planning through

their formal education.
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'; V. Conclusigns and Recommendations
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» Introduction

f This final chapter brings together what has been learned
o about the industrial preparedness planning in AFSC. It

~.'. ‘

!

A discusses the conclusions for the 4 research objectives given
5 in Chapter 1. This chapter provides recommendations for

improving industrial base planning. Also, additional

A

‘o observations and comments are provided about a recent break
;. through in industrial base planning. Finally, the chapter

ﬁ concludes with by recommendations for future research.

Ly !

. Research 0Objective Canclusiaons

;f The four research objectives, as stated in Chapter 1,

.

2 are:s

e,

- 1) Determine what consideration is given by AFSC to

o

* industrial surge preparedness planning during the development
4

:3 and acquisition of future weapon and support systems.

i

’ 2) Determine what consideration 1s given bv using commands
o

W

&; to industrial surge preparedness planning during the

"

!.'

:ﬁ development and acquisition of future weapon and support

-,

@ systems.

"y
Lt

: 3) Determine what consideration is given to industrial surge
-

» . o

> preparedness planning duri1ng the milestone review decision

v

. process.
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‘?\ 4) Determine what, if anything, impedes or prevents
; industrial surge preparedness planning within AFSC. !
S g q
’¢ Research Objective 1.
hj Determine what consideration is given by AFSC to
) industrial surge preparedness planning during the
h? development and acgquisition of future weapon and
%g support systems.
D"
ang
'8 Currently, AFSC views industrial surge preparedness
f planning as a low priority issue. The command is more
N
;Ei concerned about today’s peacetime issues and problems.
e . _ A :
Wy Constrained by manpower and financial limitations, Air Farce
o
ool Systems Command allocates i1ts resources towards the
[\ .1"-
[
: essentials in the development and acquisition of weapon and
"
L'
\Q support systems. The command’s three fundamental objectives
Q? are price, schedule, and performance. Seeking out the "Big
|’!
9,00
ﬁ' 3", Congress and the Department of Defense are constantly
Y
Mﬁ inquiring into AFSC’s business of "acquiring strength for
)
?; tomorrow”". While responding to Congressicnal and DoD
B/
AL
?ﬁ’ demands, AFSC 1s continually parrying off media attacks about
A
ﬁﬁ; gross expenditures and managerial oversights.
XK AFSC’s manufacturing element is the backbone for
§§ supparting all of the command’s industrial base planning
\
ﬁm 1ssues. Although industrial surge preparedness planning is
®: ;
’k an important development responsibility, AFSC maintains a ‘
()
b
skeleton crew of experienced manufacturing personnrel. At the
9 .
3& headquarters level, Aerospace Industrial Modernization Office

(AFSC/PLM) sets policy and procedures, in addition to
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advocating budget and funding. for the Manufacturing
Technology (MANTECH) Program, the Technology Modernization
(Tech Mod) Program/Industrial Mcdernization I[ncentive (IMIP)
Program, industrial base planning, and industrial facilities.
(3:2-3)

At the product divisions, the manufacturing functicnai
area implements the manufacturing management policies set by
the FAR, DoD, HQ USAF, and HQ AFSC. They also implement the
defense 1industrial base and preparedness policies set by
higher DoD authorities. While supporting manufacturing
issues for the SPOs, they also manage Tech Mocd/IMIP
initiatives. In addition, manufacturing personnel conduct
sector analysis to support industrial base planning. (3:3-u

Research (Objective 2.

Determine what consideration is given by the using
commands to industrial surge preparedness planning
during the development and acquisition of future
weapon and support systems.

The i1nterviews and mail survey indicated that the user
does not usually i1ndicate or specify his surge related
requirements. According to the interviews, a user normali.
requests that a specified number of product items be
delivered based upon some delivery schedule. Usuallyv, he
does not request systems that are specifically designed to

meet potential surge requirements in the future. He deces not

give AFSC gulidance or requirements of his surge needs, but

J
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allows AFSC to engage in a paper chase to determine what the
user’s surge requirements might be.

Research Objective 3.

Determine what consideration is given to industrial |
surge preparedness planning during the milestone ]
review decision process.

As it was determined during interviews with members of
the manufacturing staff agencies at five product divisions,
the issue of surge preparedness planning is hardly ever
raised at milestone decision meetings. Although many
programs do not have a surge requirement, nevertheless.the
issue of surge preparedness planning is a low priority item
even for programs that have fhe requirement. The issue 1s
low enough on the list of priorities that most of the program
review time is spent on other issues such as cost,. schedule
and technical performance.

Research Objective 4.

Determine what, 1f anvthinmg. 1mpeces or prevents
industrial surge preparedness planmmning within 3AFGC.
The following 13 a list of 1¢tems which nave ag.ersel,
affected industrial surge planning that were identified

through the literature review, personal 1nterviews, and mail

survey:
1) Lack of emphasis
2) No speci1fied requirements
3 [nsufficient funding
4 Inauffizient e-periencen nangower
Hb
NP
R e e e




5) Credibility of contractor data

&) Enarmity of the task

7) One-time buys

8) Peacetime versus wartime mental mindset

?) Short war philosophy

10) Insufficient quantities of test equipment
11 Lack of viable surge planmning numbers
12) Just in time production versus surge planning

"The research has found that the twelve problems listed
above have in some way hampered industrial surge planning in
Air Force Systems Command. The greatest of these is the low
priority assigned to surge plamning. Unforturnately. surge
planning 1s one responsibility that is overlooked for
political reasons. In peacetime and lean times, commanders
and program managers have the awesome task of allocating
scare resources among a8 myriad of opportunities and
respansibilities. In addition, there is the attitude that if
it’s not important tc one’s bosss then spend the resour-es
2lsewhere. The nverall effect of the low priocrity is that 1t
causes many other problems such as the users passing orff the
responsibility of determining surge requirements,

insufficient allocation of finmnancial and manpower resources.

Recommendations

[f surge preparedness planning 1s to be a viabie
program, the Department of Defense and Air Force Svstems
Command will have to researcn and 1mplemenrt several

57
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initiatives if the DoD sincerely hopes to hasten the

production and delivery of critical and necessary items in
peacetime as well as wartime. Based on this author’s
research into industrial base planning, the following
initiatives are suggested.

Determination of Reguirements. The DoD and the services

need to discuss and formulate a grand strategy for maximizing
the use of the military 1ndustrial complex to support
national defense objectives. Currently, there 15 very litzle
strategic planning of resources (26:1). Once the national
defense objectives and strategy have been determined, then
the services can begin to determine their weapon_and supgpaort
requirements, After the users i1dentify and specify their
requirements, AFSC and AFLC can determine what industries and
technologies to make investments.

Changing of Attitudes. Many mental mind sets keep the

Air Force from being what i1t wants to be. The peacetime
mental mind set and the short war philosophy need to be
explored. It has been fourteen years since the Air Force
fought in a major war. Since the Vietnam War, the Air Faorce,
in some ways, appears to be planmning for peacetime. Instead.
the Air Force should be planning for wartime. No one reallyv
knows 1f or when the next war will come; nor does one know
how lang 1t will last. The short war philosophy only serves

to limit the Air Force’s capability of sustaining combat

operations 1n the air.




Increased Emphasis on Industrial Base Issues. If

1ndustrial base planning,s in which surge preparedness
planning is a subset, is to be implemented effectively, then
1t must stressed at the top of the Department of Defense and
all the way down to the headquarter’s staffs and program
offices. If program managers are never asked "What’s the
status of your contractor’s surge capability and your plans?"
then many program managers will probably never support thei.
surge requirement.

Increased User Involvement, It should be the user’s

responsibility to determine their weapon and support
requirements. It’s bard to believe that the people dedicated
to carrying out combat operations do not give a realistic
disclosure of their anticipated surge and mobilization
requirements to the people they expect to support them.

Allowing AFSC and AFLC to operate in a vacuum gives the users

exactly what they asked for - exactly nothing 1n some cases.
Multivear Fundinrg. Fffecti,e ndustrial surge glanring
requires adequate fundirg cver several years. Multivear

funding offers the contractor tre opportunit, to mnare
investments 1n personnel and equipment. A 1986 study of the
forging 1ndustry stated that multivear funding "is not only

the most cited solution but essentially a consensus among

both DoD 3nd 1nuustry representatives” (23:2%9).

Warm Industrial Base Strateqy. The Department »f

Defense reeds to de.el2p a s3trategy for 1nsuring trat ‘he

T N A T b L AR
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U.S5. defense industry is capable of supporting DoD
requirements. Emerging and state-of-the-practice
technologies need to be nurtured. If they are sporadically
turned on and off, these technologies and associated
industries will become slow to respond to DoD needs. In
addition, all the services need to coordinate their lists of
critical items to determine the location of vendor and sub-
vendor bottlenecks in the delivery of piece-parts.

Education and Training. The research has shown that

most of the people coﬁtacted through interviews and the ma:l
survey learned about surge preparedness planning by 0JT. In
order to reinforce the importance and emphasis of i1ndustrial
base plarmning, the DoD needs to incorporate [BP education ana
training at the appropriate developmental levels. The Air
Force should get away from allowing a functional elite toc be
solely responsible and knowledgeable of i1ndustrial base

issues.

An Evolving Methodology

During the first si1x months of 1757, the RAerospacs
Industrial Modernization Office began developing a
methodology for addressing and solving many aof todav's
industrial base problems. The methodology uses a matrix to

compare systems against constraints. The "road map"’ enables

one to see what are each system’s majsr Ccons%calatsa wh e PRI

the costs of rempving each constraint. and wha*t are trhe
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value of the "road map" is that it is applicable to peacetime
and wartime. One can easily see how i1nvestments and
expenditures towards the removal of individual constraints
translates into extra industrial capability. shorter lead
times, faster deliveries, and cost savings. Hopefully, the
"road map" will get the support it needs to revolutionize and

simplify the current DoD industrial base planninc methods.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study was descriptive in nature and broad 1n scope.
It highlighted issues and problems primarily 1in the area of
industrial surge preparedness planning. Future research
should be conducted on those present and future systems which
have a surge requirement. Since further in-depth research
could delve into sensitive 1nformation, the project should be
managed by an organization which is equipped to handle
security classif.ed information. Finally, researching a
system for the "road map" to determine its constraints 1in

addition to i1ts associrated costs and benefits would be

extremely aAcrthwhile.
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gt Appendix A: Interview Questionnaire

My 1. What is your job?

ﬁ,* 2. From what sources have you learned about surge
W preparedness planning?

3. How are you involved in surge preparedness planning?
A0 4. What manufacturing experience do you have?

o, S. What acquisition management experience do you have?

"o
el &. What courses have you taken related to surge preparedness
(N planning?

[\ 7. Based on your experience. what, if anything, impedes or
w“ prevents surge preparedness planning?

WK 8. Does the user request certain weapon and support systems
'4“' which can be produced at surge rates?
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- ?. What, 1f any, considerations is given to surge capability
“ - requirements in the milestone review decision process?

1 10. To increase the effectiveness of industrial surge

rj preparedness planning, what suggestions would you
make?
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Appendix B: List of Interviewees

HQ Air Force Systems Command

Major Mark Fredricks, AFSC/PLI
Mr Bob Rice, AFSC/PLI

Aeronautical Systems Division

Mg Etta Gayheart, ASD/PMDI

Armament Division

Mr J. Reginal Lewis, AD/PMD

Ballistic Missile Office

Mr A. Tommesfeld, BMO/AWMA

Electronic Systems Division

Mr Jerry Zohn, ESD/ALM-P

Space Division

Mr Edward S. Houston, SD/PDP
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Appendix C: Survey Questionnaire

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR UNIVERSITY
AIR FORCE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE OM 48433-6583

19 Jone /727

REPLY TO .
arrwoe. LSG (Capt Hunigan)

WECT  Survey on Indus:trial Surge Preparedress Planning

™ . N
b Survey Participant

1. Please take 10 or 1S minutes to complete the attachec
questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelooe oy 3 July
1987.

2. The survey measures *he interest and suoport 57 1ndustrial
surge preparedness planmning in the AFSC system program offices.
The survey’'s primary QD ;ec%:ve 1S to determire 1f surveyed
Arogram and praject af€ices have considerad and suppar*ed surge
preparedness planning in the advent that incrzasec araguctian
rates of their weapon or suoport svstem are reguired to support a
national emergency. Althgugnh surge capability is no% applicable
for some defense 3ystem acg3uisitions, the survey's secandary
objective is to determine the sources of industrial surge
information ang #ducation to aczuisition program ang pro:ec:
managers. The data we gather wil! become part of am AFIT
research project and may influance AFSC system aczuisition
planning.

3. Your responsas will be Zombined with other~ respondents and
will nat be attributead %o you or your program. Al though your
participati:on i3 completely voluntary, we w~ould certainly
apprec:ate vour help. If you have any gquestions, please contacet
Capt XKirk Hunigan at AUTOVCN 78%-46349. Thank you *far your
sugpaore.

zn
Survey
. Return Envelape

arn

JCHN DUMCND, wt Col. JSAF

Head, Department af System
Acguislition Management

Schoal of Systems and Logistics

{4 ~— (U

STRENGTH THROUGH KNOWLEDGE
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. USAF Survey Control Number (SCN)Y 87-74
‘ Expires on 31 August 1987 .
3
B SURVEY
. ON
'5 INDUSTRIAL SURGE
it FPREPAREDNESS PLANNING
%
- GENERAL ISSUE:
J{ Since the beginning of the Reagan Administration,
Y’ national security advisors and the Department of Defense
: have been investigating and testing the capability of
™\ the U.S. defense industry to surge and mobilize i1n tne
g event of a national emergency. Some recent articles and
- studies show the United States is not prepared to surge
14 or mobilize the production of military hardware in order
i to meet the military’s reguirements during a national
g Crisis or protracted conventional war.
)
v SPECIFIC PROBLEM:

For more than a decade, insufficient political/military
ot commitment and funding support helped to cause a

? reliance on technically complex force multipliers which
‘y rcsulted in a shortage of fighter/bombers, munitions.
R and spare parts. In addition, the lack of financial

" incentives and capital investments, combined with

ﬂ: foreign competition and multiyear hardware lead times.

a3 have retarded the U.S. military-industrial complex’'s

a% ability to surge. In order to support the future needs

’5 of the Air Forces’ operational forces, 1s RAir Force

a0 Svetems Command developing and acquiring weapon and

o suppaort systems that tne U.5. defense (ndustrv can

e produce at surge rates during a national emergency”

s

:: RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE OBJECTIVE:

A

h The objective of this guestionnaire is to determine the
- status and empbasis of industrial surge planning and

?\ preparedness among var ious program/project offices

- within Air Force Systems Command.
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L Instructions
75 Please indicate your response by circling the letter that best
5 describes your answer to each question. Some guestions may
;j requlre more than one response.
D)
X To ensure your responses remain anonymous,; please do not put your
v name on this questionnaire.
‘,.‘
[,
3
:H
SH 1. What type of end item is your SPO developing or acquiring?
A (If you are in a "Basket SPO" where there are many on going
) projects, select onme project that is surge related and make
o your responses based on that project.)
o
N a. I work in Laboratory or Test & Evaluation (Go to #17).
) b. Aircraft
W c. (%1 system (other than satellite)
b d. Missile
yﬁ e. Munitions (other than missile)
e f. Satellite
.?ﬁ g. Other (Please Specify)
D)
e 2. What best describes the current phase of your program?
;z a. Concept Exploration
p: b. Demonstration/Validation
$ c. Full-Scale Development
.5 d. Production/Deployment
-t e. Post Production/Modification
J
o 3. When did Concept Exploration begin?
4 .
> a. Not applicable
o b. Before 1973
My c. Between 1974 and 1977
. 4. Between 1978 and 1981
5 e. Between 1982 and 19895
K f. After 1985
o
:-4 4. What is the estimated total cost, including production. of
m
: the program?
O
S a. Less than $100,000,000
o b. Between $100,000,000 and %$499,999,999 ;
55 c. Between $500,000,000 and $997.%999,999 ,
Sy d. More than %1,000,000,000
L e. Unknown
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Approximately, how many production units are scheduled to be
produced?

a. 1
b. 2-10
c. 11-100

d. 101-500
e. S501-1000
f. More than 1000

Who will be the primary user command(s)}?

a. SAC f. AFCC

b. TAC g. AFLC

c. MAC h. AFSC

d. ESC i. Other (Please Specify)
e. ATC

Has the ability to surge production been considered by
the using command?

a. Surge not applicable
b. Yes

c. No

d. Do not know

Has the ability to surge production been considered by the
SPO7?

a. Surge not applicable
b. Yes

c. No

d. Do not know

Does the program have a surge requirement?

a. Yes
b. No
C. Do not know

Is it likely that the program will require surge capability
in the future?

a. Yes
b. No
c. Not Sure

Has the SP0O started surge planning”?
Surge not applicable

Yes
Mo i
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e 12. During what program phase did/will surge planning begin?
zz a. Surge not applicable

?“ b. Concept Exploration

L) . c. Demonstration/Validation

ﬁﬁ d. Full-Scale Development

b e. Production/Deployment

i“2 f. Post Production/Modification

'§9 g. Unknown

Aol

%a 13. During what program phase was/(will) surge planning initially
S (be) funded?

)
i)

a. Surge not applicable

b. Concept Exploration

c. Demonstration/Validation
d. Full-Scale Development

\\f e. Production/Deployment
"Wy f. Post Production/Modification
o g. Never funded
qi h. Unknown
JQ
‘j 14. During what program phase was/(will) surge planning initially
'b (be) put on contract?

a. Surge not applicable

R b. Concept Exploration

x c. Demonstration/Validation
? d. Full-Scale Development
t'? e. Production/Deployment

2 f. Post Production/Modification
:} g. Never put on contract
"ﬁ h. Unknown
P
: 4 15. Has your program ever beenrn questioned about surge planning
f? before? I[f yes, by whom?

- 2 a. Surge not applicabie
:ty b. Never guestioned
.xj c. AFSC
f3 d. HQ USAF
A& e. Using Command
_ud f. VYour Product Divisian
‘ﬁ& g. Other (Please Specify)
o h. Do not know
oY
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16. What impedes or prevents surge planmning and preparedness on
your program?

o

)
‘&: a. Surge not applicable

> b. Funding
'i c. Personnel Support

WY d. Contractor Support

: e. Low Priority
o f. Nothing prevents surge planning
o
]
ﬁg 17. From what sources have vyau learned about surge preparednecss
x planning?
B

a. Never learned

; b. AFIT sponsored program

i c. Defense Systems Management College
oy d. Defense Systems Management College Short Course
N e. 0On the job (Please Specify)
oy f. Other (Please Specify)
?3 18. Which Air Force organization are you in?
2
b . a. ASD
E-. b. ESD
o c. SD

d. AD

> e. BMO
. f. HR AFSC
b g. AFCMD
;' ol Cther (Please Specify)
f) 19. What is your current rank or equivalent grade?
0y
;&j Military Civailian
f a. aLTv GS-7
k. b. LT 55-8,9
» el c. CAPT GS-10,11

o 4. MAJ G5-12
; e. LT COL GS-13
0 f. COL GS5-14,195
'
R 20. What is your job?
-®. a. SPO Director
- b. Deputy SPO Director

- c. SPO Division Chief
P d. Project Manager
:% e. Other (Please Specify)
)
q.
1! R
Y B30
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21, [n what functional area(s) of your program do you work?
(Select all that apply)

a. Program/Project Management

b. Contracting/Manufacturing Management
c. Engineering

d. Configuration Management
e. Logistics Management

f. Program Control

g. Test and Evaluation

h. Other (Please specify)

22. How many years of acguilisition/program management experience
do you have?

a. Less than 1

b. 1-2
C. 3-4
d. 5-10

e. More than 10

23. Which systems acquisition courses and schools have vou
attended, taken by correspondence, or tested out of”
(Select all that apply)

a. Systems Acquisition School

b. 5YS 100, Acquisition Planning and Analysis

c. SYS 200, Acquisition Planning and Analysis

d. 8SYS 400, Intermediate Program Management

e. Defense Systems Management College

f. Defense Systems Management College Short Course:s:
g. National Security Management Coursel(s)

h. Other (Please Specify)

t. None of the above

IS
[ s BRI g
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24. In which systems acqQuisition courses and schoois
Question 23, have you read. received lectures. 2o
1ndustrial surge preparedrness pDianning

o G
Ui
-

.
. i
r -

Ji

pt

a. None of the above

b. Systems AcqQuisition School

c. AFIT SYS 100, Acquisition Planning and Analysis
d. AFIT SYS 200, Acquisition Plamning and Anal.us:is
e AFIT SYS 400, [Intermediate Program Management
f. Defense Systems Management College

g. Defense Systems Management College Short Course:s)
h. Naticnal Security Management Course!s)

1. Other (Please Speci1f,)
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fd 25. Which professional military 2ducation courses have vou
completeag”
:‘P--
-, a. Squadron Officer’s School
0~ b. ACSC or other Intermediate Service School
S
N c. AWE or other Senior Service School
w d. Industrial College of the Armed Forces
o e. Uther (Please Specify)
. f. Nore of the above
::: 25, In which professional military education courses, listed
L: atove 1n Juesticn 23, have you read. receilved lectures., ar
Jiscussed 1ndustrial surge preparedness plamnninrng?
P a. Ncne of the above
S . Sguadron Cfficer’s Schuold
{; <. AC3T or otrer [ntermed:ate Servize School
e g AWC Hr orher Zenior Servize School
o e. Indust-i1al College of the Armed Forces
. L ther “lease Specif.
N
A4
Iy oo~k RETURN TS QUESTIONNRAIRE [N THE RETURN ENVELQOPE PROVIDED.
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Appendix D: SAS Computer Program
v .I‘:
ko OPTIONS LINESIZE=78;
D" PROC FORMAT;
_b VALUE YESFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
1="YES’;
" VALUE PROJFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
o =’LAB OR TEST & EVAL’
N 2=’AIRCRAFT’
) 3="C31"
-~ 4="MISSILE"’
S="MUNITIONS’
" 6="SATELITE"
- 7="0OTHER” ;
- VALUE PHASEFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
Ky 1="CONCEPT EXPLORATION’
e 2="DEMONSTRATION/VALIDATION’
e 3=’FULL-SCALE DEVELOPMENT’

4=’PRODUCT ION/DEPLOYMENT’
; S5=’POST PRODUCTION/MODIFICATION’;
" VALUE CEBEGFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
n 1="N/A"
N 2=’BEFORE 1974’
3=71974-1977"
4=71978-1981"

) S=’1982-1985’
‘t 6=’AFTER 1985’ ;
- VALUE COSTFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
o =’LESS THAN $160,000,000°

2="$100,000,000 - $499,999,99%9’
3=’%500,000,000 - $999,999,99%°

N 4="0VER %1,000,000,000"
o 5=’ UNKNOWN " 3
e VALUE UNITSFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
A 1=1"
; =’2-10"
: 3= 1i-100°
o 4="101-500"
o S=’501-1000"
a 6=’0VER 1000’
- VALUE USERFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
® 1="5AC’
d 2="TAC’
N 3="MAC’
3 4=’ESC’
S5=’ATC’
=’AFCC”
7="AFLC’
8="AFSC’
?="0OTHER" 3
JALLE (ESNOFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
33

B
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VALUE

VALUE

VALUE

VALUE

VALUE

VALUE

VALUE
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YENDTFMT

YENNSFMT

SURBEFMT

SURFNFMT

SURCTFMT

QUESTFMT

IMPEDFMT

1="SURGE N/A’
2=’YES’ )
3="NO’

*DO NOT KNOW’ 3

*DID NOT ANSWER'’

*YES”’

,ND’

*DO NOT KNOW’3;

*DID NOT ANSWER’

*YES’

’ND’

*NOT SURE’;

*DID NOT ANSWER’

"SURGE N/A’

*CONCEPT EXPLORATION’
=’>DEMONSTRATION/VALIDATION’
4="FULL-SCALE DEVELOPMENT’
S=’PRODUCT ION/DEPLOYMENT’
6=’POST PRODUCTION/MODIFICATION’
7="UNKNOWN’ ; '

"DID NOT ANSWER’

1="SURGE N/A’

WM~ WM~
o oW oo u

WM »~—
|

[}

2='c/E’
3=’DEM/VAL’
4=’FSD’

5=’PROD/DEPLAOY’
6=’P0OST PROD/MOD’
7="NEVER FUNDED’
8="UNKNOWN" 3
.="DID NOT ANSWER’
1="5URGE N/A’
2="C/g”’
3="DEM/VAL’
4="FSD"’
5="PROD/DEPLOY’
6="POST PROD/MOD’
7="NEVER PUT ON CONTRACT’
8="UNKNOWN " 3}
.=’DID NOT ANSWER’

1="N/A’

2=’NEVER QUESTIONED’
3="AFSC”’

4="HRQ USAF’
S5=’USER(S)’

6="PROD DIV’
7="0THER”’

8="D0 NOT KNOW’;
.=’DID NOT ANSWER’
1="N/A"

2="FUNDING”
3="PERSONNEL SUPPORT®
L="CONTRACTOR SUPPORT®

84




VALUE LEARNFMT

VALUE ORGANFMT

VALUE CURRKFMT

VALUE YRJOBFMT

VALUE FUNCTFMT

VALUE EXPERFMT

VALUE ACSCHFMT

S5=’1L0W PRIAORITY’
6="NOTHING’ ;
.=’DID NOT ANSWER’
1="NEVER LEARNED’

2="AFIT’
3=’DsMC”’
4=’DSMC SC’
5=’037’
6="0OTHER’ 3
.=>DID NOT ANSWER’
1="ASD’
2=’ESD’
3=’SD"’
4="AD’
5=’BMO”’

6="HQ AFSC’

7="AFCMD’

8="0THER’
=’DID NOT ANSWER’
=’aLT’
=71LT’
=’CAPT’
=’MAJ’
=’LTC’
=’COL";
.=’DID NOT ANSWER’
=’SP0O DIRECTOR’
2=’DEPUTY SPO DIRECTOR’
3="SPO0 DIV CHIEF’
4="PROJECT MGR’
S='0THER’
.=’DID NOT ANSWER’
=’PROG MGT’
2=’CONTRACTING’
3="ENGR’
4="CONFIG’
S=’L0G’
6='PROG CNTRL’
7="TEST & EVAL’
8=’0OTHER”
.=’DID NOT ANSWER’
1="LESS THAN 1’

2="1-2’
3="3-4"
4="5-10"

5=’0VER 10’ ;
.=>DID NOT ANSWER’

1="8AS"’
2=’SYS 100’
=’8YS 200’

4=’8YS 400’
5=’DSMC”’

S
.
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=’pSMC SC’

7="NSMC”’
8="0THER"’
9="NONE’ 3
VALUE SURACFMT .="DID NOT ANSWER’
1="NONE’
2=’5AS”’
3=’8YS 100’
=’8YS 200’
5=’5YS 400’
6="DSMC”’
7=’DSMC SC’
8="0THER’
="NONE 3
VALUE PMEFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
1=’508"
2=’"ACsc’
=’AWC”
4=’ ICAF’
S=’OTHER’
=’NONE’ 3
VALUE SUPMEFMT .=’DID NOT ANSWER’
1="NONE"’
2=’50Ss’
3=’ACSC”’
4=’Qauc’
3=’ 1CAF’
6="0THER’ 3

DATA INIT;
INFILE RESULTS;
INPUT PROJECT 1 PHASE 2 CEBEGIN 3 COST 4 UNITS S
USERSAC & USERTAC 7 USERMAC 8 USERESC 9 USERATC 10
USERAFCC 11 USERAFLC 12 USERAFSC 13 USERQOTH 14
USURABLC 15 SSURABLC 146 SURREQ 17 SURREQFT 18
SURPLAN 19 SURPLNBE 20 FUNDING 21 CONTRACT 22
WHOQSNA 23 WHOQNEV 24 WHORAFSC 235 WHORUSAF 26
WHOQUSER 27 WHOQPDIV 28 WHOQOTH 29 WHOQDNK 30
IMPSNA 31 [MPFUND 32 [MPPERS 33 IMPCONTR 3o
IMPLOWPR 35 IMPNOTH 36 LRNAFIT 37 LRNDSMC 38
LRNDSMCS 39 LRNOJT 40 LRNOTHER 41 LRNNEV 42
ORGANIZ 43 RANK 44 JOB 435 FUNCPM 46 FUNCCMAN 47
FUNCENGR 48 FUNCCFIG 49 FUNCLOG SO FUNCPCTL Si
FUNCTEST 52 FUNCOTH 53 EXPERNCE S4 ACQRSAS S5
ACQSYS1 S& ACRSYS2 57 ACQSYS4 S8 ACRDSMC S9
ACQDSMCS &0 ACGENSMC 61 ACROTHER 62 ACQNONE 63
SURNONE &4 SURSAS 65 SURSYS1 66 SURSYS2 67
SURSYS4 &8 SURDSMC 49 SURDSMCS 70 SURNSMC 71
SUROTHER 72
#2 PMESOS 1 PMEACSC 2 PMEAWC 3 PMEICAF 4 PMEOTHER 5
PMENONE & SURGNONE 7 SURGSOS 8 SURGACSC 9 SURGAWC 19
SURGICAF 11 SURGOTH 123
IF USERSAC=1 THEN USER=13

86
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e IF USERTAC=1 THEN USER=23;
IF USERMAC=1 THEN USER=3;
IF USERESC=1 THEN USER=43;
IF USERATC=1 THEN USER=S;
IF USERAFCC=! THEN USER=6
IF USERAFLC=1 THEN USER=7
IF USERAFSC=1 THEN USER=8
IF USEROTH=1 THEN USER=9;
IF WHO@SNA=1 THEN QUESTION=13;
IF WHOGNEV=1 THEN QUESTION=2;
IF WHOQAFSC=1 THEN QUESTION=3;
IF WHOQUSAF=1 THEN GUESTION=4;
IF WHOQUSER=1 THEN QUESTION=S;
IF WHO@PDIV=1 THEN QUESTION=6;
A IF WHOQ@OTH=1 THEN QUESTION=73;
o IF WHOGDNK=1 THEN QUESTION=8;
o IF IMPSNA=1 THEN IMPEDES=1}
\ IF IMPFUND=1 THEN IMPEDES=2;
X IF IMPPERS=1 THEN IMPEDES=3;
IF IMPCONTR=1 THEN IMPEDES=4;
- IF IMPLOWPR=1 THEN IMPEDES=S;
b IF IMPNOTH=1 THEN IMPEDES=6;
b IF LRNAFIT=1 THEN LEARNED=1;
' IF LRNDSMC=1 THEN LEARNED=2:
e IF LRNDSMCS=1 THEN LEARNED=3;
IF LRNOJT=1 THEN LEARNED=4;
X IF LRNOTHER=1 THEN LEARNED=5;
X IF LRNNEV=1 THEN LEARNED=63}
K IF FUNCPM=1 THEN FUNCTION=1;
IF FUNCCMAN=1 THEN FUNCTION=2;
IF FUNCENGR=1 THEN FUNCTION=3;
IF FUNCCFIG=1 THEN FUNCTION=4;
IF FUNCLOG=! THEN FUNCTION=S;
IF FUNCPCTL=1 THEN FUNCTION=6&;
IF FUNCTEST=1 THEN FUNCTION=73

-
= iy i
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k. IF FUNCOTH=1 THEN FUNCTION=8;
‘ IF AC@SAS=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=1:
{ IF ACOSYS1=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=2;
. IF ACQSYS2=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=3:
5 IF ACQSYS4=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=4;

IF ACGDSMC=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=5;

IF ACQDSMCS=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=6;

IF ACGNSMC=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=7;

IF ACROTHER=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=8;

IF ACGNONE=1 THEN ACSCHOOL=9;

IF SURNONE=1 THEN SUSCHOOL=1;

IF SURSAS=1 THEN SUSCHOOL=23

IF SURSYS1=1 THEN SUSCHOOL=3:

IF SURSYS2=1 THEN SUSCHOOL=4;

IF SURSYS4=1 THEN SUSCHOOL=5;
{
|

q
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IF SURDSMC=1 THEN SUSCHOOL=6;
[F SURDSMLCS=1 THEM SUSCHODL=T3
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LABEL

IF SURNSMC=1 THEN SUSCHOOL=8;
IF SUROTHER=1 THEN SUSCHOOL=9;
IF PMESQS=1 THEN PME=1;

IF PMEACSC=1 THEN PME=2;

IF PMEAWC=1 THEN PME=3;
IF PMEICAF=1 THEN PME=43

IF PMEOTHER=1 THEN PME=5;
IF PMENONE=1 THEN PME=63

IF SURGNONE=1 THEN SURGPME=1;
IF SURGSO0S=1 THEN SURGPME=2;

IF SURGACSC=1 THEN SURGPME=33
IF SURGAWC=1 THEN SURGPME=4;

IF SURGICAF=1 THEN SURGPME=35;

IF SURGOTH=1 THEN SURGPME=63
PROJECT="TYPE OF WEAPON OR SUPPORT SYSTEM’
PHASE="ACQUISITION PHASE’
CEBEGIN="WHEN CONCEPT EVALUATION BEGAN’
COST="LC0OST OF PROGRAM’
UNITS="UNITS TO BE PRODUCED’
USER="USER”’

USERSAC="SAC"

USERTALC="TAC’

USERMAC="MAC”’

USERESC="ESC”’

USERATC="ATC’

USERAFCC=’AFCC”’

USERAFLC="AFLC"’

USERAFSC="AFSC”’

USEROTH="CTHER USER”’
USURABLC="USING COMMAND CONSIDERED SURGE’
SSURABLC=’SP0O CONSIDERED SURGE’
SURREQ=’SURGE REQUIREMENT’
SURREQFT="SURGE REQUIREMENT IN FUTURE’
SURPLAN="SURGE PLANNING”’
SURPLNBE="SURGE PLANNING BEGAN’
FUNDING="FUNDING"

CONTRACT="0ON CONTRACT’
QUESTICN="QUEST IGNED BY -~
WHOGQSNA=""SURGE N/A’
WHOQAFSC="AFSC”’

WHOQUSAF="HG@ USAF’
WHOQUSER=""USER"”
WHO@PDIV="PRODUCT DIVISION’
WHOQOTH="ATHER’

WHOGQNEV="NEVER QUESTIONED’
WHOQ@DNK="D0 NOT KNOW’
IMPEDES="IMPEDES OR PREVENTS PLANNING’
IMPSNA="SURGE N/A’
IMPFUND="FUNDING’
IMPPERS="PERSONNEL "’
IMPCONTR="CONTRACTAOR "’
IMPLOWPR="L0OW PRIGR{TY"

838
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B! IMPNQTH=>NOTHING”’
LEARNED="WHERE LEARNED’
LRNNEV="NEVER’

o LRNAFIT="AFIT’

0 LRNDSMC="DSMC’

4 LRNDSMCS=’DSMC SHORT COURSE’
) LRNOJT="0ON THE JOB’

: LRNOTHER="0OTHER"’

ORGANIZ="0RGANIZATION’

RANK="RANK’

JoB=’J0OB’

FUNCTION="FUNCTIONAL AREA’
FUNCPM="PROGRAM MGT’
FUNCCMAN="CONTRACTING/MANUFACTURING ™MGT"
FUNCENGR=’ENGINEERING MGT’

FUNCCF IG="CONFIGURATION MGT’
FUNCLOG="LOGISTICS MGT’

E. FUNCPCTL=’PROGRAM CONTROL’
i FUNCTEST="TEST & EVALUATION’
{ FUNCOTH=’0THER’

EXPERNCE="EXPERIENCE”
ACSCHOOL="ACQUISITION SCHOOL’
ACQSAS="GAS’

3 ACRSYS1="SYS 100’

! ACESYS2="SYS 200"

. ACASYS4=’SYS 400’

Y] ACQRDSMC=’DSMC’

4 ACQADSMCS=’DSMC SHORT COURSE’

: ACANSMC=’NATIONAL SECURITY MGT COLLEGE’
“ ACROTHER=’0OTHER’

ACQNONE = > NONE ’
SUSCHOOL =’ SURGE SCHOOL’
SURNONE =’ NONE ’
SURSAS="SAS’
SURSYS1=’SYS 100"
SURSYS2='5YS 200°
SURSYS4="SYS 400"
SURDSMC="D5MC "
SURDSMCS=’DSMC SHORT COURSE"
1) PME=’PME’
PMESOS="’5S0S’
"PMEACSC="ACSC"
PMEAWC="AWC’
¢ PMEICAF="ICAF’
PMEOTHER=’0THER’
PMENONE = ' NONE *
: SURGPME="SURGE PME’
SURGNONE = > NONE *
SURGSOS="'50S"
SURGACSC="ACSC"®
SURGAWC="AWC
’ SURGICAF = [CAF
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pl:
a0
& \ :
p SURGOTH="'0THER’ ;
FORMAT PROJECT PROJFMT.

- PHASE PHASEFMT.
> CEBEGIN CEBEGFMT.
NG COST COSTFMT.
N UNITS UNITSFMT.
0 USERSAC USERTAC USERMAC USERESC USERATC USERAFCC USERAFLC
) USERAFSC USEROTH YESFMT.
3@ USURABLC YESNOFMT.
‘%* SSURABLC YESNOFMT.
N SURRER YENDTFMT.
Qk SURREQFT YENNSFMT.
ol SURPLAN YESNOFMT.

SURPLNBE SURBEFMT.
. FUNDING SURFNFMT.
S CONTRACT SURCTFMT.
e WHORSNA WHOGMEV WHORAFSC WHOQUSAF WHORUSER WHOQPDIY

-f- WHOQOTH WHOGDNK YESFMT.
IMPFUND IMPPERS IMPLOWPR IMPCONTR IMPNQOTH IMPSNA YESFMT.

)
‘ LRNAFIT LRNDSMC LRNDSMCS LRNGOJT LRNOTHER LRNNEV YESFMT.
e ORGANIZ ORGANFMT.
e RANK CURRKFMT.
-l JOB YRJOBFMT.
T FUNCPM FUNCCMAN FUNCENGR FUNCCFIG FUNCLOG FUNCPCTL
L. FUNCTEST FUNCOTH YESFMT.
; EXPERNCE EXPERFMT.
i ACQSAS ACQASYS1 ACQRSYS2 ACQSYS4 ACADSMC ACRDSMCS
N ACANSMC ACQOTHER ACGNONE YESFMT.
ot SURNONE SURSAS SURSYS1 SURSYS2 SURSYS4 SURDSMC
N SURDSMCS SURNSMC SUROTHER YESFMT.

PMESOS PMEACSC PMEAWC PMEICAF PMEOTHER PMENONE YESFMT,
SURGNONE SURGS0S SURGACSC SURGAWC SURGICAF SURGOTH
By o YESFMT. 3

;ft PRCOC FREQ:
?. TABLES PROJECT / MISSINGs
n‘: TABLES PROJECT#(PHASE CEBEGIN COST UNITS USER) /7 MISSING:

TABLES USER®*USURABLC / MISSING;:

TABLES ORGANIZ*SSURABLC 7/ MISSING:

TABLES (PROJECT USER ORGANIZ)#SURRER / MISSING;

TABLES PROJECT# (SURRERFT SURPLAN SURPLNBE FUNDING CONTRACT
GUESTION IMPEDES) / MISSING;

TABLES (LEARNED ORGANIZ)*RANK / MISSING;

TABLES (ORGANIZ2 FUNCTION EXPERNCE)#J0OB/ MISSING;

TABLES SURREQ#* (SURREQFT SURPLAN SURPLNBE FUNDING CONTRACT
QUESTION IMPEDES CEBEGIN SUSCHOOL SURGPME)

/ MISSING;

TABLES ORGANIZ*(PROJECT SURPLAN FUNDING CONTRACT QUESTION
IMPEDES SUSCHOOL SURGPME) /s MISSING;S

TABLES (PROJECT ORGANIZ JOB FUNCTION EXPERNCE) *RANK /

MISSING;
TABLES JOB*EXPERNCE / MISSING:
TABLES LEARNED+*(EXPEPNCE RANK JOB FUNCTION MISSING:

o
A

QO
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N TABLES (RANK JOB FUNCTION EXPERNCE SUSCHOOL)*ACSCHOOL /
. MISSING;
< TABLES (RANK JOB FUNCTION EXPERNCE SURGPME)*PME / MISSING ;
o
x FORMAT USER USERFMT.,
+ QUESTION QUESTFMT.
b IMPEDES IMPEDFMT.
; LEARNED LEARNFMT.
. FUNCTION FUNCTFMT.
a ACSCHOOL ACSCHFMT.
N SUSCHOOL SURACFMT.
A PME PMEFMT.
‘ SURGPME SUPMEFMT. ;
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Appendix E: Selected Survey Comments

( ) indicates survey response identification number.

8. Has the ability to surge production been considered?

OQur plans for competition will build in dual production
sources, each cable of full production thus giving us two fold
surge capability. (7)

We have a leader-follower program going through FSD 1nto
production. (40)

Q. Does the program have a surge requirement?

A surge capability is a side benefit of leader follower, but
the real impetus 1s competition. (40)

15. Has your program ever been questioned about surge planmning
before? If yes, by whom?

Tested during "Trusted Agent’ exercises. (2)
Army AMCCOM, single manager for conventional ammunition (32)

16. What impedes or prevents surge planning and preparedness on
your program?

Implementation 1s problem. Losing time constantly. (2,

n Bad answers - Surge 15 problem in avionics only 1f surages
: requires more test equipment to bulld upon to surage rate. Tag*k
" equipment at least 12 month lead time. Contractors don’t want tc
> invest in capital not needed or only needed for short time. 'F°
L)
4; Competition 1n contracting (32)
e
:: Do not have enough production to really sustain our leader-
'C follower program, and barely enough to sustain ane contractor'!
et (40)
@

17. From what sources have you learned about surge preparedness

plamning?

National Securi1t, Management, LTFT, and MI[T. 2

Reviewed briefings and regulatory materials. (&)

Alr Staff (83)
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A-10 Program Qffice and Staff Action Officer 1n 0JCS (18
Logic dictates the need. (23)

MCI’s (2&)

Mission analysiss projected attrition rates (28)
Supervisors (31)

AFSC/ASD surveys (33)

HQ AFSC Systo (40)

23. Which systems acquisition courses and s<hools have you
attended, taken by correspondence, or tested out of?

Sloan Fellowship (MIT). (2)

AFIT 123, 223, 229 (12) [Learn nothing about surge at AFIT]

AFIT Masters - Systems Management (15)

AFIT SYS 223 (21) (30)

AFIT PPM 153, SAS Subcontract Mgmt (42)
24, In which systems acquisition courses and schools. listed 1n
Question 23, have you read, received lectures, or discussed
industrial surge preparedness planning?

MIT (2)

AFIT Masters - Systems Management (193)

DSMC Acquisition Logistics Course (21)

v e
". ".

A

AFIT PPM 153

L

205

29. Which procfessional military education courses have you
completed?

Ab NSM seminar. (2)

l., ]

?ﬁ 26. In which professional military education courses, listed

?d above 1in Question 25, have you read, recelived lectures. cr

i; discussed i1ndustrial surge preparedness planning?

ol NSM (&)
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e General Comments

It 1s hard to get excited about surge planmning and
identifying resources for it, when insufficient resources are
‘) available to cover firm requirements related to non-surge program
e activity.
ey As a result, our efforts along these lines really relate
s more to assuring a stable production capability 1t the future,

. than a surged capability -- and even that takes planning.
In my estimation, most of the surge planning effort expended
N 1s moot and tends to be non-productive. (&)
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